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To Our Readers

The Neal A. Maxwell Institute for Religious Scholarship encourages and supports research on the Book of Mormon, the Book of
Abraham, the Bible, other ancient scripture, and related subjects. The
Maxwell Institute publishes and distributes titles in these areas for
the benefit of scholars and interested Latter-day Saint readers.
Primary research interests at the Maxwell Institute include the
history, language, literature, culture, geography, politics, and law rele
vant to ancient scripture. Although such subjects are of secondary importance when compared with the spiritual and eternal messages of
scripture, solid research and academic perspectives can supply certain
kinds of useful information, even if only tentatively, concerning many
significant and interesting questions about scripture.
The Maxwell Institute makes reports about this research available widely, promptly, and economically. These publications are peerreviewed to ensure that scholarly standards are met. The proceeds from
the sale of these materials are used to support further research and
publications.
The purpose of the FARMS Review is to help serious readers make
informed choices and judgments about books published on the Book
of Mormon and associated topics, as well as to publish substantial
freestanding essays on related matters. We hope, thereby, to encourage reliable scholarship with regard to such subjects.
Most reviews and articles are solicited or assigned. Any person interested in writing a specific article or review should send a proposal
to the editor. If the proposal is accepted, the Review style guidelines
will be sent with the acceptance.
The opinions expressed in these reviews and articles are those
of the authors. They do not necessarily represent the opinions of the
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Maxwell Institute, its editors, Brigham Young University, the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, or the authors’ employers. No por
tion of the reviews or articles may be used in advertising or for any
other commercial purpose without the express written permission of
the Maxwell Institute.
The FARMS Review is published semiannually. See the Web site
at maxwellinstitute.byu.edu for reviews and articles appearing in the
FARMS Review.
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Editor’s Introduction

The Witchcraft Paradigm:
On Claims to “Second Sight”
by People Who Say It Doesn’t Exist
Daniel C. Peterson

C

ertain critics of the Foundation for Ancient Research and Mor
mon Studies (FARMS), which is now a division of the Neal A.
Maxwell Institute for Religious Scholarship at Brigham Young University, deny its intellectual or academic legitimacy on the basis of
the “fact,” as they see it, that it is nothing more than an “apologetic”
organization.
This denial, as I shall demonstrate, is misguided. But even the
perception upon which they claim to justify their denial is only partially accurate. A great deal of what the Maxwell Institute does (for
example, its Middle Eastern Text Initiative, its production of the Dead
Sea Scrolls on CD-Rom, and its digitizing efforts in the Biblioteca
Apostolica Vaticana in Rome, as well as at Petra, Naples, Bonampak,
and elsewhere) is not apologetic under even the loosest definition of
the term. But even much of what FARMS proper undertakes cannot
reasonably be described as “apologetic.” To choose one very obvious
example, Royal Skousen’s fifteen-year Book of Mormon Critical Text
project, supported (very substantially) by FARMS since its inception,
	. For information on these projects, see the Web sites for the Middle Eastern Texts
Initiative and the Center for the Preservation of Ancient Religious Texts, two of the constituent units of the Maxwell Institute along with FARMS, at, respectively, meti.byu.edu
and cpart.byu.edu (accessed 7 December 2006). At the present time, unfortunately, the
sites are not entirely current. Still, they will give some idea of the scope and nature of
Maxwell Institute efforts in these areas.
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is not at all apologetic in character. The spirit of much of the work
done by FARMS, or by the Maxwell Institute as a whole, is in keeping
with the famous slogan coined by St. Anselm of Canterbury (d. 1109):
Fides quaerens intellectum, “faith seeking understanding.” This sets
FARMS apart, obviously, from the approach of the secular academy as a whole, but it does not, in and of itself, delegitimize FARMS
scholarship—any more than it has marginalized St. Anselm himself,
who remains an important figure in the history of Western thought.
“Believe that you may understand,” wrote St. Augustine (d. 430), an
even more central figure in the intellectual history of the West.
It seems likely that the FARMS/Maxwell Institute Web site, without intending to do so, yields a somewhat unrepresentative picture
of the overall activity of FARMS and the Maxwell Institute for the
simple reason that, while everything published in the periodicals is
up on the site and pretty much fully accessible even to nonsubscribers,
the books and, now, the film (Journey of Faith) that FARMS and the
Institute have produced are only partially present (if even that) on the
Web site to this point. This causes the periodicals—and notably the
FARMS Review, far and away the Institute’s most overtly “apologetic”
	. See Royal Skousen, ed., The Original Manuscript of the Book of Mormon: Typographical Facsimile of the Extant Text (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2001); The Printer’s Manuscript of the Book of Mormon: Typographical Facsimile of the Entire Text in Two Parts
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 2001); Analysis of Textual Variants of the Book of Mormon, parts 1–3
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 2004–). See also M. Gerald Bradford, Terryl L. Givens, Robert J.
Matthews, Grant Hardy, Kevin L. Barney, and Kerry Muhlestein, “Recovering the Original Text of the Book of Mormon: An Interim Review,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies
15/1 (2006): 30–65. See also M. Gerald Bradford and Alison V. P. Coutts, Uncovering the
Original Text of the Book of Mormon: History and Findings of the Critical Text Project
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 2002).
	. St. Anselm of Canterbury, Proslogion, Opera Omnia, ed. Franciscus S. Schmitt
(Segovia: n.p., 1938), 1:94; for English translation, see Anselm of Canterbury, The Major
Works, ed. Brian Davies and G. R. Evans (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 83.
	. To choose just one example, his famous “ontological argument” for the existence
of God (for which, I confess, I have no sympathy whatever) remains a subject of vigorous
debate among contemporary philosophers.
	. St. Augustine, Sermo 43.7.9, in PL 38:258.
	. We plan, so far as it is practicable, eventually to put all or most of the contents of
our books up on the Web site, too—for subscribers. But that will take considerable time
and effort.
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publication—to seem relatively more prominent among our overall
efforts than they actually are.
A number of vocal critics claim to have read FARMS materials
and to have been deeply disappointed (or actually, as some maintain,
driven by what they found into leaving the church). I suspect, though,
that they have sampled only a relatively small portion of what FARMS
produces and that they entertain a skewed view of what FARMS does.
Typically, they are, at least marginally, aware of the FARMS Review,
which devotes substantial attention (though by no means all of its
attention) to responding to critics and so-called “difficult issues.” But
they mistakenly conclude that the FARMS Review is representative of,
or actually is, the totality of FARMS.
However, both FARMS and the Maxwell Institute publish many,
many things that are neither principally nor even secondarily devoted
to responding to “difficult issues” but are, rather, entirely positive and
affirmative in character. There are literally scores of these, including such books as Pressing Forward with the Book of Mormon, edited
by John Welch and Melvin Thorne; Book of Mormon Authorship and
Book of Mormon Authorship Revisited, edited by Noel Reynolds; Echoes
and Evidences of the Book of Mormon, edited by Donald Parry, Daniel
Peterson, and John Welch; the new volume Oliver Cowdery: Scribe,
Elder, Witness, edited by John Welch and Larry Morris; and the collected works of Hugh Nibley; as well as the film Journey of Faith and its
accompanying book about the Lehite party’s experiences in Arabia.
The garden of faith, like most gardens, requires both weeding and
watering. While the FARMS Review does most of the weeding for the
organization, FARMS as a whole expends considerably more effort
on nourishing. Or, to employ a metaphor from American football,
FARMS plays both offense and defense. Those who watch only the
defensive portions of a football game will typically have a rather inaccurate sense of how the overall game is going.
An Apology for Apologetics
From time to time, the question is asked why we “apologize” for
Mormonism. Some members of the church even express discomfort
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at the thought of “apologetics.” But such discomfort, I think, reflects
a misunderstanding of the word. Apologetics is simply “systematic
argumentative tactics or discourse in defense (as of a doctrine, a historical character, or particular actions).”
In a very real sense, anyone arguing in a more or less sustained way
for or against any position—whether it be the truth of Mormonism or
the superiority of atheism, the legitimacy of the United States’ intervention in Iraq or the immorality of American foreign policy, the
virtues of embryonic stem-cell research or the abhorrent character of
euthanasia, the historicity of the Book of Mormon or the authorship of
Solomon Spalding, inflationary or noninflationary models of the Big
Bang—is engaged in apologetics. And that is particularly and most
obviously so when such a person is defending an already-advanced
thesis against criticisms.
Thus, it makes little sense to claim, as some of its critics do, that the
FARMS Review is not a “scholarly journal” because it tends to argue
for a certain position. (“Defending a belief,” one Internet detractor
oddly declares, “has nothing to do with truth.”) With the exception
of such specialized enterprises as editing texts, producing catalogs and
bibliographies, and creating lexicons, scholarship typically entails setting out and arguing for positions. Moreover, anybody who seriously
holds an opinion must necessarily, when the circumstances require
it, defend that position. Evolutionists defend their theories against
creationists; liberals defend their positions against conservatives; vege
tarians defend their views against carnivores; atheists defend their
atheism against the arguments of theists. Whether or not arguments
are scholarly depends upon the quality and character of the evidence
and analysis that they adduce.
There is also little merit to the allegation that, since it is expressly
dedicated, on the whole, to publishing essays from essentially believing Latter-day Saints, the FARMS Review cannot be considered truly
“scholarly.” By this standard, an evangelical journal of biblical studies
	. See the appropriate entry in Webster’s Third New International Dictionary
(Unabridged).
	. I cannot deny, of course, that he’s probably right about his beliefs.
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could not be considered scholarly, no matter how superb its contributors and how high its standards, unless it abandoned its raison d’être
and failed to prefer evangelical perspectives over atheistic and other
nonevangelical perspectives—or perhaps, indeed, unless it banished
faithful perspectives from its pages altogether. A market-oriented
journal of economics would somehow be violating academic freedom
(as one critic has somewhat incoherently accused the FARMS Review
of doing) unless it featured a roughly equal number of articles from
a socialist point of view; a journal dedicated to Freudian perspectives
in psychoanalytic theory would have to surrender its mission charter
and be equally open to non- and anti-Freudian viewpoints; and journals of evolutionary theory would need to be completely and genuinely open, at least in principle, to submissions from young-earth crea
tionists. This is clearly not the way the academic world works, nor is it
the way it ought to work.
Journals dedicated to particular points of view, explicitly or implicitly, broadly or narrowly conceived, are practically omnipresent in
the world of scholarship. Consider, for instance, the highly regarded
Faith and Philosophy: Journal of the Society of Christian Philosophers.
While it expressly welcomes articles from various points of view, Faith
and Philosophy gives pride of place, according to the statement found
inside the front cover of every issue, to “articles which address philosophical issues from a Christian perspective.” And membership in its
sponsoring society, which includes some of the leading philosophers
in North America, is explicitly limited to professing Christians.
Nobody who picks up the American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, or Studia Theologica: Nordic Journal of Theology, or Ephemerides
Theologicae Loveniensis: Louvain Journal of Theology and Canon Law,
or Kerygma und Dogma: Zeitschrift für Theologische Forschung und
Kirchliche Lehre, or the Evangelical Quarterly: An International Review
of Bible and Theology, or the Calvin Theological Journal, or Dallas
Theological Seminary’s Bibliotheca Sacra, or the Anglican Theological Review, or Evangelische Theologie, or the Japan Christian Review,
or Gregorianum (published by the Pontificia Università Gregoriana in
Rome), or the Greek Orthodox Theological Review, or New Blackfriars:
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A Review (“edited by the Dominicans of the English Province”), or
the American Baptist Quarterly, or the Zeitschrift für Katholische Theologie, or the American Benedictine Review, or the Revue Bénédictine,
or the Mennonite Quarterly Review will be surprised to discover that
the journal in question favors a certain general perspective. Nobody
will be shocked to learn that it doesn’t open its pages equally and
indiscriminately to all positions. And only a narrow-minded dogmatist would declare, in advance of actually examining these publications, that they do not and cannot possibly publish “real scholarship” or maintain that their publication somehow violates “academic
freedom.” Quite the contrary: The luxurious profusion of such varied
voices is a wonderful expression of academic freedom.
And, to forestall any secularist’s response that such overtly partisan journals are just what one would expect from irrationalist religious pseudoscholars, I must point out that partisan advocacy and
particular “party lines” aren’t limited to journals edited by churchmen or theologians. Nobody familiar with its founders Marc Bloch
and Lucien Febvre, with its past editor Fernand Braudel, and with
current members of its editorial committee like Jacques Le Goff and
Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, could possibly expect Annales: Histoire,
Sciences Sociales not to manifest a particular historical approach. Nor
could anybody who knows Les Temps Modernes (founded by JeanPaul Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir) be in any possible doubt about
what its ideological leanings are likely to be.
The Psychoanalytic Review is a publication of the National Psycho
logical Association for Psychoanalysis—an avowedly partisan group
of Freudians.10 By contrast, the Journal of Humanistic Psychology features a strikingly un-Freudian creed, entitled “Five Basic Postulates
of Humanistic Psychology,” on its opening page11—containing very
much the sort of ideas that one would expect after reviewing the list of
deceased members of its board of editors (for example, Viktor Frankl,
	. As if to underline my point, Les Temps Modernes 61 (November–December 2005/
January 2006), the most recent issue I’ve seen, is largely given over to a special section
entitled “Pour Frantz Fanon” (pp. 58–189).
10. As is explained on the inside back cover of the October 2006 issue (93/5).
11. Journal of Humanistic Psychology 46/4 (2006): 381.
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Aldous Huxley, Abraham Kaplan, Arthur Koestler, Abraham Maslow,
Rollo May, Lewis Mumford, and Carl Rogers) that appears on that
same page.
The Harvard Business Review and International Labor and WorkingClass History tend to view things rather differently. Does this simple
fact, as such, automatically disqualify either one of them, or both
of them, as representing serious scholarship? The Journal of Post
Keynesian Economics, which lists the late John Kenneth Galbraith as
its “founding chairman” and recently eulogized him as “our friend
and our hero,” is unlikely to be confused, ideologically, with the
Journal of Austrian Economics (founded by the late libertarian economist Murray Rothbard [with whom I once spent an amusing evening
in St. Andrews, Scotland] and dedicated to continuing the tradition
established by Carl Menger and Ludwig von Mises) or the “Chicago
school’s” Journal of Law and Economics.12 Finally, no sentient person has ever mistaken the Radical History Review for the Journal of
Banking and Finance or the Journal of Monetary Economics. These
journals all have discernible points of view.
But the term apologetics is most often reserved particularly for
religious issues, where it is defined as “that branch of theology devoted
to the defense of a religious faith and addressed primarily to criticism
originating from outside the religious faith; esp: such defense of the
Christian faith”13 or as “that branch of theology in which a body of
doctrine is defended against criticism.”14
According to the standard dictionary of classical Greek, the term
apologia (ἀπολογία) denoted a “defence,” or “a speech in defence.”
In a Greek courtroom, the plea entered on behalf of a defendant
(an apologoumenos [ἀπολογούμενοσ]) was known as an apologema
(ἀπολόγημα). All of these nouns are derived from the verb apologeomai
12. The eulogy to Professor Galbraith appears in “Editor’s Corner” at the back of
Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 28/4 (2006): 705.
13. See the appropriate entry in Webster’s Third New International Dictionary
(Unabridged).
14. Jonathan Z. Smith et al., eds., The HarperCollins Dictionary of Religion (San Francisco: HarperCollins, 1995), 64.
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(ἀπολογέομαι), “to speak in defence.”15 Probably the most notable
ancient occurrence of the word is to be found in the title of Plato’s
Apology, a famous account of Socrates’ defense of his behavior as a
philosopher before a jury of 501 Athenian men in the spring of 399 bc.
A related use occurs in the Latin title of John Henry Newman’s—later,
Cardinal Newman’s—classic 1864 autobiography and “defense of his
life,” the Apologia pro Vita Sua.
In modern Greek, apologia retains the meanings of “defense,”
“plea,” and “pleading,” but has also come to include “apology” and
“excuse” in much the same way that the term apology includes those
senses in English.16 But the primary and original sense of apologia
remains. In German, for instance, an Apologet is the “defender of a
creed, a viewpoint, or doctrine (especially of the Christian faith).” An
Apologie is “(particularly in religious discussions) a speech or writing in defense or justification, a defense or justification.”17 Saying “I’m
sorry” is done in German by means of completely unrelated words
and falls under totally distinct dictionary entries.
Under its entry for apology, the Oxford English Dictionary (OED)
lists as the first definition: “The pleading off from a charge or imputation, whether expressed, implied, or only conceived as possible;
defense of a person, or vindication of an institution, etc., from accusation or aspersion.” The OED’s first sample sentence for this sense of
the term apology dates to 1533. The earliest specimen for the second
sense—a passage from Shakespeare—comes from the year 1588 and
attests to the following definition: “Less formally: Justification, explanation, or excuse, of an incident or course of action.”
15. Liddell and Scott, An Intermediate Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1968), 102.
16. See George C. Divry, general editor, Divry’s Modern English-Greek and GreekEnglish Desk Dictionary/Μειζον Νεωτερον Aγγλοελληνικον και Ελληνοαγγλικον
Λεξικον (New York: Divry, 1961), 432.
17. “Verteidiger eines Bekenntnisses, einer Anschauung od. Lehre (bes. des. christl.
Glaubens)”; “(bes. in religiösen Auseinandersetzungen), Verteidigungs-, Rechtfertigungs
rede, -schrift, Verteidigung, Rechtfertigung.” These definitions are taken from the rele
vant entries in Gerhard Wahrig, ed., Deutsches Wörterbuch (Gütersloh: Bertelsmann
Lexikon-Verlag, 1974), 423.
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It is only with the third definition that we come to the sense of
the word apology that is familiar to most English-speakers today: “An
explanation offered to a person affected by one’s action that no offence
was intended, coupled with the expression of regret for any that may
have been given; or, a frank acknowledgement of the offence with
expression of regret for it, by way of reparation.” This third definition
is illustrated at its earliest by a sentence from the year 1594, also culled
from Shakespeare. It is not, however, illustrated by anything published
by FARMS or in the FARMS Review. We feel absolutely no need to
“apologize,” in that sense, for the gospel of Jesus Christ. Rather, we see
ourselves as, however ineptly, endeavoring to continue an honorable
tradition among the Latter-day Saints that extends back far beyond
B. H. Roberts’s aptly named 1907 apologetic work Defense of the Faith
and the Saints to such nineteenth-century stalwarts as John Taylor
and the Pratt brothers.
Furthermore, those of us who edit the FARMS Review take very
seriously the counsel given by Joseph Smith in the jail at Liberty,
Missouri, in March 1839,
to gather up the libelous publications that are afloat;
And all that are in the magazines, and in the encyclopedias, and all the libelous histories that are published, and are
writing, and by whom, and present the whole concatenation
of diabolical rascality and nefarious and murderous impositions that have been practised upon this people— . . .
And also it is an imperative duty that we owe to all the
rising generation, and to all the pure in heart—
For there are many yet on the earth among all sects, parties,
and denominations, who are blinded by the subtle craftiness of
men, whereby they lie in wait to deceive, and who are only kept
from the truth because they know not where to find it—
Therefore, that we should waste and wear out our lives in
bringing to light all the hidden things of darkness, wherein
we know them; and they are truly manifest from heaven—
These should then be attended to with great earnestness.
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Let no man count them as small things; for there is much
which lieth in futurity, pertaining to the saints, which depends
upon these things.
You know, brethren, that a very large ship is benefited
very much by a very small helm in the time of a storm, by
being kept workways with the wind and the waves.
Therefore, dearly beloved brethren, let us cheerfully do all
things that lie in our power; and then may we stand still, with
the utmost assurance, to see the salvation of God, and for his
arm to be revealed. (D&C 123:4–5, 11–17)
We believe it our duty to “earnestly contend for the faith which
was once delivered unto the saints” (Jude 1:3) and to “be ready always
to give an answer [apologian] to every man that asketh you a reason of
the hope that is in you with meekness and fear” (1 Peter 3:15 KJV).18
The English theologian Austin Farrer, reflecting upon C. S. Lewis,
put it unimprovably well in what has long functioned as a kind of
informal and unofficial mission statement for some of us, in at least
certain of our efforts:
Though argument does not create conviction, lack of it destroys
belief. What seems to be proved may not be embraced; but
what no one shows the ability to defend is quickly abandoned.
Rational argument does not create belief, but it maintains a
climate in which belief may flourish.19
That this comment was a favorite of Elder Neal A. Maxwell’s, too, is
completely appropriate in every regard.
Questions about the FARMS Review
One critic recently indicated, in a posting to an Internet message
board, that

18. The crucial language reads “To make a [or your] defense” (NASB or NRSB).
19. Austin Farrer, “The Christian Apologist,” in Light on C. S. Lewis, ed. Jocelyn Gibb
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1965), 26.
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the FARMS Review is unique because it spends most of its
time trying to shoot down points made by anyone and everyone who says something critical of the LDS Church, and less
time trying to “establish new research and scholarship,” as is
the case with most academic journals.
While his claim that the Review “spends most of its time trying
to shoot down points made by anyone and everyone who says something critical of the LDS Church” is considerably exaggerated, he is
correct in perceiving the Review to be unique—it was designed to be
such—and in sensing that its principal function, unlike that of most
academic journals, is not to “establish new research and scholarship,”
although it has rather consistently done so. It is, as its title has always
indicated, even throughout its various permutations over the years,
a review. One doesn’t primarily turn to the New York Times Book
Review or the London Review of Books or the many other periodicals that carry the name Review for cutting-edge new research. But
these are often very much worth reading. Moreover, it is a review that
very deliberately and quite consciously exists to provide a publication
venue for a certain broadly homogenous perspective—one that, while
it allows for considerable disagreement over details, is fundamentally united by its belief in the claims of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints and that is not well represented (and cannot, by its
nature, be well represented) in mainstream secular academic publications. It is sui generis. Had something like it already existed, we would
have felt no need to launch it.
Since the FARMS Review in particular, and FARMS in general,
continue to be controversial in certain circles, I think it worthwhile
to take up several questions about them that tend to recur over and
over again.
1. Are FARMS materials peer reviewed?
Yes. FARMS materials are peer reviewed. We at the Neal A. Max
well Institute for Religious Scholarship strive to publish academically solid scholarship, and we’re willing to take, and to see that the
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Institute takes, the steps that are necessary to do that. That’s why we
have a sound peer-review process that facilitates quality control.
Here’s the basic process for the FARMS Review, which mirrors
but is not precisely the process for FARMS as a whole: Every manuscript that is submitted is carefully read and commented upon (and
either approved or rejected) by me (a PhD in Near Eastern Languages
and Cultures, UCLA), my two associate editors (PhD in political
philosophy, Brown; doctoral work in political science, Columbia),
the Review’s production editor (PhD in family sciences, BYU), and
the FARMS/Maxwell Institute publication director (MA in ancient
Near Eastern studies, BYU). Manuscripts are always offered for reading (and comment and possible rejection) to other members of the
FARMS/Maxwell Institute leadership as well, which includes people
trained in religious studies at UC Santa Barbara, in Hebrew Bible and
history at Harvard and the University of Denver, and the like. Not
uncommonly, when special expertise is required (for example, on
matters of genetics), we send manuscripts out to people possessing
the required expertise. In addition, every manuscript is subjected to
meticulous source checking.
This, I freely grant, is not peer review as it is practiced for, say, the
main articles section of the Journal of the American Oriental Society
or Analysis. (The rest of FARMS, along with the Maxwell Institute as a
whole, follows conventional peer review.) But the FARMS Review is, first
and foremost and by design, a collection of review essays—something
of an opinion journal—and so its review procedures are properly compared to those involved with book reviews elsewhere, including, yes,
the book review sections of Analysis and the Journal of the American
Oriental Society. To put it in perspective: I’ve written several academic
book reviews for non-LDS journals. To the best of my knowledge, none
of them has been subjected to peer evaluation (or even to readings by
multiple editors) at all. My only contact in these cases has been with
the relevant book review editor and not even with the overall editor of
the journal. So far as I’m aware, book notes and book reviews submitted to academic journals normally receive only copy editing, not peer
review. Essays published in the FARMS Review undergo a much more
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rigorous evaluation process than I’ve personally experienced with book
reviews appearing, for instance, in such mainstream academic outlets
as Al-Masaq, the Religious Studies Review, Al-ʿArabiyya, the Review of
Religious Research, The Medieval Review, the Journal for the Scientific
Study of Religion, The Muslim World, and The International Journal of
Middle East Studies. The article review process for the FARMS Review
is considerably more complex, demanding, and multilayered than the
analogous process for academic book reviews (the relevant comparison)
and opinion pieces generally.
In saying that the FARMS Review is “something of an opinion
journal,” I do not, incidentally, mean to suggest that it is not fundamentally an academic one, as well. The expression of opinions is
scarcely incompatible with scholarly credibility. The two are not
mutually exclusive. Book reviews are nothing if they are not expressions of opinions; academic book reviewers are invited to express their
opinions of books precisely because they have scholarly credibility.20
The general FARMS peer-review process, for publications other
than the FARMS Review, is roughly as follows:
1. A manuscript is submitted.
2. The manuscript is forwarded to the appropriate editor.
3. That editor, probably with other members of the staff, gives
the manuscript a preliminary read, to determine whether or not it is
worth taking further.
4. If the manuscript passes that initial review, the editor then
identifies minimally two or three people with relevant expertise and
asks them for their evaluation of the manuscript. Typically, this is
done blind (that is, the person who submitted the manuscript does
not know who the reviewers are, and the reviewers don’t necessarily
know who the author of the manuscript is).
5. If the manuscript passes peer review, it moves to the next stage
(very likely with feedback included from the reviewers). If it fails peer
20. Of course, because of the very nature of our subject focus, not all of the books that
we review are, properly speaking, academic, and we’ve occasionally felt quite at liberty to
invite people who are not members of the academic club to review such books. They have,
however, been held to the same general standards of writing, evidence, and logic.
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review, it is rejected (or sent back for suggested revisions). If the peer
reviewers disagree, further peer review is sought.
6. If it has survived, the manuscript then enters the editorial process, where it is carefully read by professional editors, who go over
it not only for style but for cogency of reasoning and adequacy of
documentation.
7. Next, it is subjected to source checking. Its quotations and references are examined for accuracy. If any questions or doubts arise, it
goes back to the author for revision.
8. Finally, it is read again by the principal editor and by one or
more people on the staff or in the leadership of the Maxwell Institute.
Even at this stage, the piece may well be rejected. And anyone, at any
stage, can suggest (or demand) revisions.
9. If it has made it thus far, the manuscript goes back to the original author for final alterations and final approval—he or she may well
have seen it at least once or twice already during the process—and
then it goes to press.
This is essentially the standard procedure for peer review in contemporary academia. And it is no coincidence that this is so, because
the academics who founded and established FARMS consciously followed the model of peer review with which they were familiar.
Let me be very clear, however, about what I am not saying: Like
other academic publishers, FARMS certifies to its readership that
what it publishes has been checked for basic accuracy—my comment
regarding the Review, that we do far more rigorous source checking,
so far as I am aware, than any other academic press or periodical does,
holds for the Foundation as a whole—and that the conclusions appear
to follow reasonably from the data presented. We do not, however,
certify that what we publish will ultimately prove entirely correct,
and we do not expect that every reader (nor, even, everybody affiliated
with the Maxwell Institute) will agree with the content of any given
article or book. But neither does the Journal of Vertebrate Paleontology
nor Speculum nor Oxford University Press. Peer review ensures, simply, that minimum standards have been met. That’s all. Peer review
is not performed in order to lull readers of a journal or a book into a
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false sense of security. It is performed for the sake of editors, so that
they can feel confident that what they are publishing is not obviously
flawed in a way that they, fallible mortals, may have inadvertently
failed to notice. It should not be fetishized or made into something
that it is not and was never intended to be.
As a matter of fact, the standard contemporary model of academic
peer review is not without its critics.21 When it functions as it should,
it is a helpful but limited tool for editors. When it does not, it can
result in, among other things, the silencing of new ideas, the maintenance of an ossified status quo, or the conferral of an undeserved
imprimatur upon poorly conceived and sloppily executed—and, not
rarely enough, even dishonest—academic work.
Peer review does not guarantee that a work is good, and absence
of peer review does not demonstrate that a work is poor. Many of
the greatest works of scholarship, philosophy, and science in human
history (such as the Republic of Plato, John Locke’s Essay concerning Human Understanding, Aristotle’s De anima and Poetics and
Politics, Kepler’s Harmony of the World, Thucydides’ History of the
Peloponnesian Wars, Antoine Lavoisier’s Elements of Chemistry, the
Analects of Confucius, Michael Faraday’s Experimental Researches
in Electricity, Euclid’s Elements, Alexis de Tocqueville’s Democracy
in America, Ptolemy’s Almagest, the Annals of Tacitus, the Enneads
of Plotinus, Edward Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire,
St. Augustine’s Civitas Dei, the Chronicle of the Prophets and Kings of
al-Tabari, Moses Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed, the Metaphysics of Ibn Sina, David Hume’s Enquiry concerning Human Understanding, the Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas, Fourier’s Analytical
Theory of Heat, the Muqaddima of Ibn Khaldun, Galileo’s Dialogues
21. Even a cursory survey of the Wikipedia entry for “peer review” will give some
idea of the criticisms that have been leveled at the standard procedures: en.wikipedia
.org/wiki/Peer_review (accessed 7 December 2006). See also the essay “Refereed Journals: Do They Insure Quality or Enforce Orthodoxy?” by Tulane University professor
of mathematical physics Frank J. Tipler, in Uncommon Dissent: Intellectuals Who Find
Darwinism Unconvincing, ed. William A. Dembski (Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 2004),
115–30, which is also available on the Web at www.iscid.org/papers/Tipler_PeerReview
_070103.pdf (accessed 7 December 2006).
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concerning the Two New Sciences, Sir Francis Bacon’s Novum Organum
and New Atlantis, William Harvey’s On the Circulation of the Blood,
the Discourse on Method of Descartes, Sir Isaac Newton’s Principia,
Immanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, the De Revolutionibus of
Copernicus, Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species, and hundreds of other crucially important works) were
produced long before, and therefore without, modern academic peer
review.
The great English poet Alexander Pope (d. 1744), whom devotees
of Dan Brown’s Da Vinci Code will remember, if they know nothing
else about him, as the pope who interred a knight (Sir Isaac), wrote an
epitaph for his friend that said,
Nature and nature’s laws lay hid in night;
God said “Let Newton be” and all was light.
But long afterwards, the British writer and editor Sir John Collings
Squire (d. 1958) responded with the couplet
It did not last: the devil, shouting “Ho.
Let Einstein be” restored the status quo.
Sir Isaac Newton and Albert Einstein are united in one thing, though:
Neither one of them went through peer review.
Although they are generally considered, now, to have laid the
foundations of modern physics, not a single one of the four so-called
Annus mirabilis (“year of miracles”) papers that Einstein published in
the Annalen der Physik in 1905—neither “Über einen die Erzeugung
und Verwandlung des Lichtes betreffenden heuristischen Gesichts
punkt” (On a Heuristic Viewpoint concerning the Production and
Transformation of Light), for which he later received the Nobel Prize; nor
“Über die von der molekularkinetischen Theorie der Wärme geforderte
Bewegung von in ruhenden Flüssigkeiten suspendierten Teilchen” (On
the Motion—Required by the Molecular Kinetic Theory of Heat—of
Small Particles Suspended in a Stationary Liquid); nor “Zur Elektrodynamik bewegter Körper” (On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies), which introduced the Special Theory of Relativity; nor “Ist die
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Trägheit eines Körpers von seinem Energieinhalt abhängig?” (Does
the Inertia of a Body Depend Upon Its Energy Content?), in which
he suggested that E=mc2—received anything even remotely resembling modern academic peer review. They were all simply approved
by the journal’s editor. Yet some folks think they were pretty good,
nonetheless.
If FARMS publications were produced with or without any peer
review, they would still have to be judged on the basis of the quality of
the evidence they adduce and the rigor of the logic they employ, just
as all works of science, medicine, philosophy, and scholarship were
judged until solidly into the twentieth century. Just as, frankly, such
works still have to be judged today. But FARMS publications undergo
peer review.
2. Are FARMS reviews always done “in-house,” within FARMS or
Brigham Young University?
No. We have never restricted ourselves to FARMS or BYU as a
pool of potential reviewers. It must be kept in mind, by the way, that
FARMS employs only minimal staff, and most of those are administrative, secretarial, or editorial workers. By far the majority of the
academic work of FARMS is done by people who work for neither
FARMS nor its parent organization, the Neal A. Maxwell Institute for
Religious Scholarship, nor at BYU.
We’re always looking for ways to benefit and improve our work.
If we can think of a non-BYU or even non-LDS scholar who is competent to evaluate a manuscript submitted to us, we have absolutely
no objection to soliciting peer review from him or her. If we think it
advisable, we will do so. We’ve done it in the past. I have no reason to
doubt that we’ll do it in the future.
3. Are FARMS reviewers always Latter-day Saints?
No. One objection that is commonly (but misguidedly) leveled
against the FARMS review process as outlined above is that that process typically, if not inevitably, involves only scholars who are believing
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Latter-day Saints. Why, it is demanded, do the benighted pseudo
scholars affiliated with FARMS not send their materials out to non-LDS
archaeologists, geneticists, Semitists, historians, and the like? As one
Internet critic who seems never to have been even remotely involved in
the private FARMS peer-review process in any way has revealed, “they
want to stack the deck entirely in their favor.” (For reasons that remain
unclear, this individual appears to imagine that positive reports submitted privately in a confidential peer-review process would score public
points in some sort of game.)
FARMS will continue, as it has done in the past, to use nonMormon peer reviewers whenever it deems that advisable. Still, it is
true that FARMS peer reviewers are most often Latter-day Saints.
Apart from resting on a factual error, however, this complaint
also appears to me to arise out of a fundamental misconception of
what FARMS is doing. FARMS is not generally engaged, as such, in
cutting-edge archaeology, genetics, Semitics, ancient history, or similar enterprises—although those who write for FARMS very often
are, in their other work. (And, in such cases, their archaeological,
genetic, Semitist, historiographical, or other scholarly work is published in mainstream non-LDS venues and is subjected to whatever
peer review those venues require. John Clark, Donald Parry, Stephen
Ricks, William Hamblin, John Butler, and others who have had essays
published in the FARMS Review have substantial records of publication in non-LDS journals and books.)22 Rather, FARMS is engaged
22. For representative samples, see such items as John E. Clark, ed., Los olmecas en
Mesoamérica (Mexico City: Citibank, 1994); John E. Clark and Mary E. Pye, eds., Olmec
Art and Archaeology in Mesoamerica (Washington DC: National Gallery of Art, 2000
and 2006); John E. Clark and Michael B. Collins, eds., Folsom Technology and Lifeways
(Tulsa, OK: University of Tulsa, 2002); Douglas Donne Bryant, John E. Clark, and David Cheetham, eds., Ceramic Sequence of the Upper Grijalva Region, Chiapas, Mexico,
2 vols. (Provo, UT: New World Archaeological Foundation, 2005); Donald W. Parry and
Emanuel Tov, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader (Leiden: Brill, 2004–2005); Donald W.
Parry and Eugene C. Ulrich, eds., The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, and Reformulated Issues (Leiden: Brill,
1999); Donald W. Parry and Stephen D. Ricks, eds., Current Research and Technological
Developments on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert,
Jerusalem, 30 April 1995 (New York: Brill, 1996); Stephen David Ricks, Lexicon of Inscriptional Qatabanian (Rome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1989); William J. Hamblin,
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in the application of already-existing perspectives in fields such as
archaeology, genetics, Semitics, and ancient history, to the Book of
Mormon and related Mormon-specific topics. Those already-existing perspectives have previously received and passed standard peer
review. The question for FARMS is whether they are being competently and cogently applied to Latter-day Saint topics. And, to answer
that question, FARMS turns to peer reviewers competent both on
LDS topics and on the subject matter being applied to those topics.
Unsurprisingly, the pool of such reviewers is overwhelmingly LDS.
Although some of the claims made in FARMS publications could
certainly be termed “cutting-edge,” in the sense that they present
new insights into Latter-day Saint scriptures and beliefs, they rarely
involve new discoveries in the fields of biblical studies, archaeology, and the like, as such. For example, my articles on Psalm 82,
Moses 7, and 1 Nephi 11 draw upon essentially mainstream work
by non-Mormon scholars on, respectively, the “divine council” in
the Bible and ancient Ugarit, ancient Mesopotamian city laments,
and the subject of Asherah and ancient Israelite goddess veneration.23 Non-Mormon scholars would find little new in any of them,
excepting my application of such ideas to a Mormon context. But
non-Mormon scholars would not be particularly well-equipped to
judge the cogency of my application (and might not be even remotely
interested in doing so).
George Lyman Kittredge (d. 1941), the legendary mandarin of the
Harvard English Department in the early twentieth century, when
Warfare in the Ancient Near East to 1600 bc: Holy Warriors at the Dawn of History (London: Routledge, 2006). For John Butler’s ever-growing professional resumé, see his Web
site at www.cstl.nist.gov/div831/strbase/butler.htm (accessed 7 December 2006).
23. Daniel C. Peterson, “ ‘Ye Are Gods’: Psalm 82 and John 10 as Witnesses to the
Divine Nature of Humankind,” in The Disciple as Scholar: Essays on Scripture and the
Ancient World in Honor of Richard Lloyd Anderson, ed. Stephen D. Ricks, Donald W.
Parry, and Andrew H. Hedges (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2000), 471–594; Peterson, “On the
Motif of the Weeping God in Moses 7,” in Revelation, Reason, and Faith: Essays in Honor
of Truman G. Madsen, ed. Donald W. Parry, Daniel C. Peterson, and Stephen D. Ricks
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 2002), 285–317; Peterson, “Nephi and His Asherah: A Note on 1 Nephi 11:8–23,” in Mormons, Scripture, and the Ancient World: Studies in Honor of John L.
Sorenson, ed. Davis Bitton (Provo, UT: FARMS, 1998), 191–243.
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once asked why he had never bothered to earn a doctorate, is said
to have responded without any irony by posing the counterquestion
“But who would examine me?” His erudition was so remarkably deep
that, although cheeky, his reply was a legitimate one. It’s also relevant, for analogous reasons, to this question of FARMS peer review.
Regrettably, non–Latter-day Saints, by and large, know and care little
about the details of Latter-day Saint claims. (My youngest son is currently in Japan, attempting to change that.)
If we were aware of a substantial pool of non-LDS geneticists who
had close familiarity with the Book of Mormon and the literature
and scholarship pertaining to it, or of non-LDS biblical scholars or
patrologists who had devoted serious study to Mormon claims and
doctrines, we would be delighted to hear of them and would be more
than willing to use them from time to time to referee essays submitted to us. We have, in fact, occasionally used non-LDS peer reviewers
in the past, but my own sense is that the pool of such people (with the
appropriate qualifications) is quite small.
To illustrate, consider a group of hypothetical articles about the
works of Shakespeare. One article argues that certain poetic forms
appear in some of Shakespeare’s earlier plays, but not in other, later
ones, and suggests biographical reasons for this. Another argues that
the description of a geographical feature alluded to in Macbeth seems
to have been modeled on a landscape that would have been particularly
familiar to Edward de Vere (1550–1604), seventeenth Earl of Oxford
(and probably the leading candidate proposed by those who question
William Shakespeare’s authorship of the plays of “Shakespeare”). Yet
another argues that As You Like It is actually a political satire mocking
an important member of Parliament during Shakespeare’s lifetime.
The editor of the journal to whom these hypothetical articles
have been submitted, could, in order to assure that they are treated
fairly and with no bias, submit them for peer review to people who are
unfamiliar with the life and works of Shakespeare, who may, in fact,
know him only by vague reputation or not at all. But would this be
wise, or productive, or prudent? In my judgment, absolutely not. The
first article should be submitted to someone who is familiar with the
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poetic form in question and with the life and works of Shakespeare.
The second should be sent to someone who is familiar with the vicinity of Oxford, as well as with the geography claimed in the play itself
and with other alternatives and, probably also, with literary conventions in topographical depictions—which should certainly include
solid knowledge of the works of Shakespeare and the debate between
“Stratfordians” and “Oxfordians” as to their authorship. And the last
one should, ideally, be evaluated by someone well acquainted with the
relevant period of British parliamentary history and, yes, the life and
works of Shakespeare.24
The hypothetical examples above are all, designedly, analogous to
articles that FARMS has published. The analogy raises a basic question:
Why, if it is important that a peer reviewer be familiar with Shakespeare’s life and writings when it comes to articles about Shakespeare,
is it somehow unreasonable to prefer that a reviewer of FARMS articles
be familiar with the relevant facets of Mormon scripture, history, and
doctrine?
This seems self-evident to me. For someone to be able to judge the
validity of a comparison, it is necessary to know both of the things
being compared. Anybody asked to judge the accuracy of a translation should know at least both the original language and the target
language into which the translation has been made.
In order to evaluate a manuscript on genetics and the Book of
Mormon, I will prefer someone with expertise on both genetics and
the Book of Mormon over someone who knows only genetics or only
the Book of Mormon. In order to review a manuscript submitted
on the relationship between the Book of Mormon and pre-Classic
Mesoamerica, my preference will go to someone well versed in both
pre-Classic Mesoamerica and the Book of Mormon, as opposed
to someone who knows only one of the two subjects. And, for purposes of evaluating a proposed publication on Hebraisms in the Book
of Mormon, I will, without hesitation, favor somebody who knows
both Hebrew philology and the Book of Mormon over somebody who
24. The Shakespeare-studies analogy was suggested to me by Nathan Barrett, of Tucson,
Arizona, during an Internet discussion of FARMS peer review. My thanks to him for it.
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knows only the Book of Mormon or only Hebrew philology. Fairness
and relevant competence are the principal requirements. The peer in
peer review refers to someone who actually knows the relevant topic.
But there is another consideration that should not be minimized.
Not only do most non-Mormon scholars lack the relevant expertise, but
most lack the relevant interest. Few of them would recognize the Book
of Mormon’s River Sidon, and very few of them would care whether
it should be correlated with the Rio Grijalva, the Rio Usumacinta, or
Rio de Janeiro. And since, in keeping with standard academic review
practice, we don’t typically compensate peer reviewers (except with a
copy of the book or article that they’re reviewing when it appears), and
since, as Christians, we generally eschew violence and compulsion,
we have to rely on peer reviewers who are not only competent in the
subjects for which we require competence, but who are most likely to
care about them.
Nevertheless, FARMS has not only used non-Mormon peer reviewers, but has published non-Mormon scholars. Israeli scholar Ze’ev W.
Falk’s Hebrew Law in Biblical Times: An Introduction (2001), the two
volumes of Terry Stocker’s New World Figurine Project (1991, 2000), and
Stephen D. Houston’s Thematic Bibliography of Ancient Maya Writing
(2001, done with Zachary Nelson) are examples of this, as are the articles
by Aziz S. Atiya, James H. Charlesworth, Cyrus H. Gordon, Sharon R.
Keller, Jacob Milgrom, Jacob Neusner, and Raphael Patai that appeared
in the two-volume 1990 FARMS Festschrift for Hugh Nibley, By Study
and Also by Faith.25 The FARMS Review itself has published articles by
such non-Mormons as the Roman Catholic David Waltz, the evangelicals Carl Mosser and Paul Owen, the German Lutheran Ernst Benz, the
Methodist Jan Shipps, and the Israeli Jew Raphael Jospe.
4. Aren’t FARMS referees hand picked by FARMS Review editors?
Yes. They are chosen neither via random telephone calls nor a lottery. We editors choose them because we think them qualified and
25. John M. Lundquist and Stephen D. Ricks, eds., By Study and Also by Faith: Essays
in Honor of Hugh W. Nibley, 2 vols. (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1990).
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likely to be helpful in our work. We didn’t invent this procedure. We
borrowed it from mainstream academia.
5. Why doesn’t FARMS reveal the names of its peer reviewers and
publish what they say?
A peer review is not intended to be seen by the outside world. It
comes to the FARMS editor who requested it in the form of a confidential memo. (Just for the record, incidentally, the writing of bookjacket endorsements does not constitute peer review, although they
may sometimes be derived from peer-review documents. Jacket blurbs
are sought by publications marketers in order to promote their products. They are advertisements.) Some critics—a few of them perhaps
even sincerely wishing to help—have suggested that it would bolster
the credibility of the claims made in FARMS publications, as well as
enhance the image of FARMS, if their peer reviewers were, to some
greater or lesser degree, non-LDS. As I’ve noted, we have in fact used
non-LDS peer reviewers . . . though I’m not aware that this has significantly bolstered our credibility (with our critics or with anybody else)
or enhanced our image. Peer review is primarily a way of assisting an
editor in deciding which essays and books should be published.
So why don’t we just publish the names of our reviewers and share
what they have to say? Wouldn’t that be an easy way to improve our
image? When I referred to the confidentiality of the FARMS peerreview process during a recent Internet discussion, my comment provoked the following fascinating response from a vocal critic of FARMS
and of the church (who, ironically, posts under a pseudonym):
I take this . . . as tacit admission on DCP’s part that FARMS
peer review consists of a bunch of Church “yes men” giving
the rubber stamp of approval. Here is also further confirmation of DCP’s desire to keep the FARMS peer review process a
big secret, probably because he knows that “exposure” would
reveal the small, cabal-like group that does the reviewing.
Like other vocal critics of the FARMS peer-review process, this person, so far as I can tell, has absolutely no personal experience with or
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knowledge of the workings of FARMS and appears to lack any personal experience with or knowledge of academic peer reviewing of
essays and books.
Academic peer reviews, typically anonymous, are sent as confidential memos to the editor who requested them. If they are sufficiently
negative, the editor will probably reject the manuscript that they treat.
If, however (presumably because the reviews are acceptably and sufficiently positive and they contain helpful suggestions), the editor decides
to go forward with publication, he or she will almost certainly forward those suggestions (usually with no indication of the name of the
reviewer) to the author of the manuscript, to aid the author in making indicated revisions. In either case, the peer review documents will,
with very, very few exceptions (if any), eventually be discarded. Unless,
perhaps, a passage can be saved from one or more of them for a jacket
endorsement, they will never be published. Nobody outside of the editorial office and, perhaps, the author’s office, will ever read them.
This is not because they come from a “cabal” or from a group of
slavish “yes-men,” but because peer-reviewer anonymity and confidentiality are essential to the integrity of the process. If a reviewer is,
for example, invited to evaluate a manuscript whose author he knows
(whether because he’s told the author’s name or because, despite a
double-blind arrangement, he is able to deduce who wrote it), he needs
to be able to respond honestly, without fear of damaging a friendship,
endangering his relationship with a colleague, or provoking the wrath
of an offended or powerful figure in his field.
This is simply standard practice. FARMS didn’t invent it. Curiously,
the same people who falsely claim that FARMS doesn’t follow standard peer-review practices commonly claim to see sneaky deception
in the fact that it does. Damned if you don’t; damned if you do.
The criticisms are actually quite comic, if one is in the proper
mood:
Polyklazo: You wanna know why FARMS is a joke? Two words:
No peer review.
Alethinos: But they do use peer review.
Polyklazo: Yeah? Well it’s not real peer review.
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Alethinos: What’s not “real” about it? It follows the protocols
that are standard in academia today.
Polyklazo: So what? FARMS is still a joke, because their peerreview process is confidential and private.
Alethinos: That’s standard practice for academic peer review.
Polyklazo: Well, they’re a joke because they don’t use nonMormon peer reviewers.
Alethinos: FARMS has no policy against using non-Mormon
peer reviewers, and FARMS has, in fact, used non-LDS
peer reviewers. No doubt it will use them in the future.
Polyklazo: But they don’t use enough non-Mormon peer
reviewers.
Alethinos: How can you possibly know that, since the identity
of peer reviewers is confidential? And what percentage of
non-Mormon peer reviewers would be “enough”? Who
sets that standard?
Polyklazo: The identity of FARMS peer reviewers is confidential? That’s just another reason why FARMS is a joke.
Besides, their peer reviews aren’t rigorous.
Alethinos: How can you possibly know that?
Polyklazo: Because they don’t use objective non-LDS peer
reviewers.
Alethinos: Who says they don’t use non-LDS reviewers? We’ve
been over this before. And, anyway, what makes you
think that non-LDS peer reviewers, and only non-LDS
peer reviewers, are “objective”? What do you even mean
by “objective”? Have you ever read Peter Novick’s important 1988 Cambridge University Press book entitled That
Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question” and the American
Historical Profession? Novick argues that the concept of
“objectivity” is incoherent and that it would be an undesirable quality in a historian in any case. He . . .
Polyklazo: FARMS is a joke.
Alethinos: Why?
Polyklazo: Because they don’t use peer review.
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6. Doesn’t limiting participation in the FARMS peer-review process
to Latter-day Saints deprive non-Mormon scholars of a chance to
examine FARMS arguments?
Some critics seem to imagine that, unless one or two anonymous
non-Mormons are recruited to provide a few lines of confidential feedback to a FARMS editor about a manuscript prior to its publication,
FARMS is hiding from real engagement with non-Mormon scholars
out of fear that its arguments can’t pass muster. They also seem to
believe that no distribution of the published product, no matter how
wide, will ever count because it can never overcome that initial flaw. I
confess that I cannot understand why anyone would believe that sending an article out for a brief, anonymous, and confidential prepublication review from some non-Mormon reader is more important for
overall academic dialogue than seeking to distribute our arguments
and evidence to large audiences of non-Mormons.
There is no requirement that FARMS must first have anonymous
and confidential reports from a couple of non-LDS peer reviewers in
order to have a dialogue with the broader scholarly community in any
case. Peer review is no more than a relatively effective quality-control
method for ensuring that minimum standards are met prior to publication. The real test of validity occurs after an article or book is published, in the course of ongoing academic dialogue and debate.26
26. The conversation might need to be just a bit more vigorous than that represented
in the most recent issue of the John Whitmer Historical Association Journal, where Tom
Murphy, one of the two most vocal critics of the Book of Mormon with regard to Amer
indian DNA, reviews the book by his fellow Signature Books author Simon Southerton,
the other most vocal critic of the Book of Mormon with regard to Amerindian DNA. In the
course of his three-page hymn of tribute, Murphy repeatedly praises the “honesty” that
“ultimately cost [Southerton] his membership in the LDS Church,” whose “intolerance”
Murphy scolds. At the same time, Murphy thunderously denounces “the poorly argued,
intellectually dishonest, ahistorical, and scientifically unsound apologetics” published
on the subject by FARMS. See Thomas W. Murphy, review of Losing a Lost Tribe: Native
Americans, DNA, and the Mormon Church, by Simon Southerton, John Whitmer Historical
Association Journal 26 (2006): 325–27. (For links to those vile, pathetic, and incompetent
FARMS essays, go to farms.byu.edu/publications/dna.php?selection=dna&cat=dna, accessed
7 December 2006. One wonders, by the way, what manner of peer review Southerton’s
book and other Signature publications undergo.) Book reviews can be skewed—and
not merely, or even particularly, in the pages of the FARMS Review. For an example of
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In fact, the most important “peer review” that a work can receive
comes when it enters the marketplace of ideas—and the FARMS Review,
though maligned by some who appear to want to poison the well of discourse by directing attention to purported gaps in its editorial process
(and alleged character flaws in its authors) while ignoring (and encouraging others to ignore) the substance of what FARMS publishes, deliberately
plays a vigorous role in that. The continued and enhanced conversation
that a book (even a bad one) may have started represents the academic
world at its best. It is the proper way to move the discussion forward.
In any event, as I’ve already said, participation in the FARMS
peer-review process is not limited solely to Latter-day Saints. We have
used non-LDS peer reviewers in the past, and we will presumably use
non-LDS peer reviewers in the future. However, since it is true that
FARMS uses mostly Latter-day Saint peer reviewers, I think that a
modified form of this question is worth answering.
an analogous maneuver, see the Signature Books Web page, which currently features
an attack—entitled “FARMS Is At It Again”—on David G. Stewart Jr.’s “DNA and the
Book of Mormon,” FARMS Review 18/1 (2006): 109–38, while apparently pretending that
John M. Butler’s essay on pages 101–8 of the same number of the Review, “Addressing
Questions surrounding the Book of Mormon and DNA Research,” doesn’t even exist. The
Signature Web page is a parade example of ideological spin. Less than a year ago, it still
featured an admission from Simon Southerton that “In 600 bc there were probably several million American Indians living in the Americas. If a small group of Israelites, say
less than thirty, entered such a massive native population, it would be very hard to detect
their genes today.” (Blake Ostler called attention to Southerton’s admission in a superb
and substantive letter published in Sunstone. See Blake T. Ostler, “Simon Says, But That
Doesn’t Make It So,” Sunstone, November 2005, 4–8.) This admission effectively concedes
a major portion of what several FARMS authors have argued with regard to Amerindian
DNA and the Book of Mormon—so it has now, as far as I can determine, utterly disappeared from the Signature Web page. In his discussion of the work of Fawn M. Brodie in
the FARMS Review of Books 8/2 (1996): 147–230, Louis Midgley demonstrates how Fawn
Brodie and her publisher sought to influence and to steer the reviews of her biography of
Thomas Jefferson and sometimes manipulated the use of those that had appeared. This
is not uncommon and, given the stakes for a publisher, quite understandable. Usually it’s
done fairly subtly. Sometimes it’s not. Tom Kimball, the marketing director for Signature
Books (a committed publisher of revisionist books on Mormonism and especially on
Mormon history), who has no background as a scholar and no discernible record as a
historian, currently serves as book review editor for the Journal of Mormon History. Intriguingly, too, the John Whitmer Historical Association Journal has suddenly taken on a
very much more prosperous look than it has ever enjoyed before. Cui bono?
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We make our books and journals as widely available as we can.
Anyone is free to read them and to comment upon them—as, for example, Dr. Michael Heiser recently did, with regard to my essay on Psalm
82,27 at the annual national meeting of the Evangelical Theological
Society, in Washington DC.28 (The New Mormon Challenge: Responding
to the Latest Defenses of a Fast-Growing Movement, a hefty volume
edited by Francis J. Beckwith, Carl Mosser, and Paul Owen, represents
another recent example of a substantive attempt by legitimate scholars—also evangelicals in this instance—to rebut arguments put forward by mostly FARMS-affiliated authors.)29 They are available in the
public market of ideas. We don’t have to use our peer-review process
in order for non-Mormons to read our publications—and, since peer
review typically involves only a tiny number of scholars for any given
piece (say, two or three to, at the very rare most, four or five), and, even
then, generally involves only anonymous and private responses, peer
review doesn’t seem a particularly effective or efficient way of generating dialogue with the broader scholarly community. Obtaining
confidential peer reviews from a pair of anonymous non-LDS readers
(whose relevant qualifications may not even be particularly strong)
would do comparatively little to generate an academic conversation.
As it is, like other editors affiliated with FARMS, I seek peer review
from the people I believe most competent to offer it. I’m not inclined
to institute a quota system in which non-Mormonism would trump
relevant qualifications for the selection of reviewers. If a choice has to
be made—as I contend that it typically does—it seems to me that pref27. Peterson, “’Ye Are Gods.’ ”
28. Michael S. Heiser, “You’ve Seen One elohim, You’ve Seen Them All? A Critique
of Mormonism’s Apologetic Use of Psalm 82,” presented at the 58th annual meeting of
the Evangelical Theological Society in Washington DC on 16 November 2006. (Nobody
should be surprised when I say that his paper is unlikely to go without response.)
29. Francis J. Beckwith, Carl Mosser, and Paul Owen, eds., The New Mormon Challenge: Responding to the Latest Defenses of a Fast-Growing Movement (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 2002). Thus far, the FARMS Review has replied to this volume with responses
from David L. Paulsen, Benjamin I. Huff, Kent P. Jackson, Louis Midgley, and Kevin Christensen in FARMS Review of Books 14/1–2 (2002): 99–221; from Kevin L. Barney, John A.
Tvedtnes, Matthew Roper, Blake T. Ostler, and Barry R. Bickmore in the FARMS Review
15/1 (2003): 97–258; and from Blake T. Ostler in the FARMS Review 17/2 (2005): 253–320.
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erence must be given to qualified reviewers over unqualified reviewers, even if the latter are non-Mormons.
The real battle for minds takes place, to repeat an important but
insufficiently appreciated truism, not when two or three anonymous
people are asked to provide a few confidential impressions and recommendations regarding a manuscript submitted for publication, but when
and if that manuscript is actually published for the outside world.
7. Isn’t the FARMS Review’s formula a pretty predictable and stale
one, of simply labeling everything it doesn’t like “anti-Mormon”
and then dismissing it without real argument?
Critics of the Maxwell Institute and FARMS and of the FARMS
Review in particular commonly make several claims. It is said that we
offer neither evidence nor analysis in support of our beliefs but simply declare our faith or bear our testimonies. Honest readers of this
number of the Review (or, for that matter, any other number) and of
other FARMS publications will know how seriously to take that allegation. A related accusation commonly leveled against us is that we
routinely call everybody who disagrees with us “anti-Mormon” and
then let that epithet do the heavy lifting for us. Once we’ve branded
an author “anti-Mormon,” rational argument is unnecessary. Our ad
hominem label makes the author and her claims so radioactive that
our work is done.
But this allegation can be quantitatively measured. And I’ve done
it. I’ve examined every essay in every number of the Review that has
been published thus far in the twenty-first century. Here are some of
the results:
The high-water mark for occurrences of the term anti-Mormon
(and derivatives like anti-Mormons and anti-Mormonism) in the
FARMS Review during the current century to this point was reached
with FARMS Review 16/1. The authors represented in its pages used
anti-Mormon and cognate expressions 147 times over the course of
158,020 words. That’s a frequency of once every 1074.9 words—or,
roughly, once every 3.5 typed pages. Even so, half of the essays in 16/1,
ten of twenty, don’t contain any form of anti-Mormon whatever.
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Yet, in FARMS Review 18/1 (2006), anti-Mormon and cognate
terms appeared only 27 times in twenty-two articles totaling 177,789
words. That yields a rate of just one occurrence per 6584.7 words,
which is approximately one occurrence for every 22–27 typical typed
pages. Fully sixteen of twenty-two essays in FARMS Review 18/1 (72.7
percent of them) contain not even a single instance of anti-Mormon or
any directly related expression.
Overall, to this point within the twenty-first century, anti-Mormon,
anti-Mormons, and anti-Mormonism have appeared 599 times in the
FARMS Review, scattered across 1,445,822 words. To put it another
way, they have occurred once for every 2413.7 published words, which
is equivalent to one incidence per 8–10 typewritten pages. Of the 164
articles surveyed, 102 (62 percent) never use any of the terms, not even
a single time. Moreover, of those 164 articles, 117 (71 percent) use antiMormon or a related expression once or less.
Further analysis readily reveals that occurrences of such terms as
anti-Mormon, anti-Mormons, and anti-Mormonism are concentrated
in certain essays and are most common with certain authors. Only
17 of the 164 articles published in the FARMS Review thus far in this
millennium—just slightly more than a tenth of them—use such terms
more than 10 times each. Interestingly, over a third of the total occurrences (205 of 599) appear in the writing of one particular author, the
inimitable Louis C. Midgley, who has singled anti-Mormonism and
anti-Mormons out as particular objects of his curiosity and attention.30 If Professor Midgley’s essays are factored out, however, the
volumes of the FARMS Review published in the twenty-first century
feature only one occurrence of anti-Mormon, anti-Mormons, or antiMormonism every 3427.85 words or, approximately, one occurrence
every 12–14 pages.

30. It’s probably relevant to note here that the name Louis is derived from an Old
German name, Hlutwig, that was created by combining hlut (famous) and wig (battle).
Hlutwig denoted someone who had been made famous in battle. The etymology of the
name Louis is still clearly evident in its modern German equivalent, Ludwig. My thanks
to Mike Parker for bringing this significant fact to my attention.
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One very vocal critic, claiming to describe the FARMS Review,
recently told readers on a message board that “unlike the typical academic journal . . . it provides a voice to any common Mormon Joe who
wants to spout his disdain for whatever anti-Mormon book he just
read.” The Review, he revealed, publishes “amateurs” and is unfailingly
hospitable to any “[irritated] member who read a book and wants to
vent his frustrations about it.” Really? I invite readers to leaf through
this number of the Review and judge for themselves whether his claim
is plausible. Or the prior number. Or the number before that. Or, for
that matter, the number before that. Or before that. Or before that. Or
. . . well, you get the picture.
The phrase “any common Mormon Joe” doesn’t seem to accurately describe such Review contributors as James Allen, Lavina
Fielding Anderson, Richard Lloyd Anderson, Marilyn Arnold, Mark
Ashurst-McGee, Kevin Barney, Davis Bitton, David Bokovoy, Richard
Bushman, Allen Buskirk, John Butler, John Clark, Todd Compton,
Karen Lynn Davidson, James Faulconer, Brant Gardner, John Gee,
Daniel Graham, William Hamblin, Ralph Hancock, Klaus Hansen,
Steven Harper, Joel Janetski, Raphael Jospe, Michael Jibson, Larry
Morris, Hugh Nibley, Gary Novak, Charles Nuckolls, David Paulsen,
Dilworth Parkinson, Nathan Oman, Blake Ostler, Noel Reynolds,
Stephen Ricks, Matthew Roper, Frank Salisbury, Richard Sherlock,
Jan Shipps, Gaye Strathearn, John Tvedtnes, Ted Vaggalis, Walter van
Beek, John Welch, Camille Williams, Diane Wirth, David Wright,
and many others. And how many “common Mormon Joes” have really
simply walked through the doors of FARMS and, merely because they
had a gripe about someone’s book, been given carte blanche to publish
in the Review? Answer: None.
It seems unlikely, in fact, given the relative rarity of the term antiMormon (and derivatives) in its pages, that the approach taken by the
FARMS Review can be accurately summarized as “Simply dismiss the
author as anti-Mormon and then dispense with arguments.” To put it
plainly, that formula does not appear to represent empirical reality at
the FARMS Review. (As the saying has it, “There goes another marvelous theory, cruelly murdered by facts.”)
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8. Aren’t Latter-day Saint peer reviewers predisposed by their bias
to be uncritical of pro-Mormon manuscripts?
“All articles submitted for publication by FARMS or FAIR are
indeed peer-reviewed,” one Internet critic with no known experience
with or connection to the private FARMS editorial review process
has confidently written, “but there’s only one criterion for passing
peer-review: If the material supports the authenticity and validity of
Mormonism, regardless of how unbelievable or illogical, the article is
suitable for publication.”
But it is a fundamental misconception to assume that Latter-day
Saint peer reviewers, merely by virtue of their being believing Latterday Saints, will always be predisposed to vote “Yea” on a manuscript
submitted to FARMS simply because such manuscripts generally
argue, simpliciter, for the truthfulness of the Book of Mormon and
of Mormonism. The misconception flows from a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of what FARMS does. Critics commonly
assume that FARMS and all of its writers set out with a predetermined
conclusion and then simply build up cherry-picked evidence to support it. People who know nothing whatsoever of the process and have
utterly no contact with FARMS confidently assure us that FARMS
has no peer-review procedure or—the law of noncontradiction often
doesn’t seem to apply to the critics—that the FARMS peer-review process has absolutely no teeth or credibility because FARMS is nothing
but an inbred group of apologists who automatically nod their heads
in robotic approval of every manuscript submission that says “What
you already believed is true!”
Manuscripts submitted to FARMS for consideration tend, however, to argue for conclusions much smaller and more specific than,
flatly, “Mormonism is true!” or “The Book of Mormon is true!” Rather,
they argue (to choose a few examples as illustrations) that Canaanite
goddess imagery occurs in 1 Nephi 11, that the Book of Mormon’s
River Sidon should be identified with the Rio Grijalva in Guatemala,
that the original manuscript of the Book of Mormon contained conditional sentences reflecting Hebrew conditional constructions rather
than acceptable English grammar, that Alma 36 is chiastic, and that
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ancient Greco-Roman contracts are relevant to understanding the
purpose of the sealed portion of the plates. But a believing Latter-day
Saint is under absolutely no obligation to agree that ancient “doubled
and sealed” documents shed light upon the Book of Mormon plates,
or to see chiasmus in Alma 36, or to accept the claim that Hebraic
conditionals appear in the original manuscript of Helaman 7 and
Moroni 10, or to prefer the Grijalva to the Usumacinta or any other
river, or to believe that Asherah is present in Nephi’s vision. A faithful scholarly member of the church could quite easily reject one or
all of these claims. They are scarcely whispered into our ears at our
baby blessings. And, in fact, submissions to FARMS (overwhelmingly
submitted by believing members of the church) are quite commonly
rejected.31
9. Does FARMS seek to keep its publications from outside scrutiny?
Absolutely not. Some critics claim that, in the words of one “expert,”
“Nothing written by FARMS circulates outside of BYU because it
would be laughed at.” Or, as another very independent “thinker” soon
responded, “Why aren’t the FARMS publications peer reviewed outside of BYU? Because they would get laughed out of the room.” Their
judgment was almost immediately confirmed by yet another Internet
“authority,” who pointed out that “The peer review process at FARMS
is designed specifically to prevent non-LDS POVs [points of view] from
dealing with the work.”
But this is flatly untrue.
FARMS circulates its materials as widely as it can and is happy
to receive feedback wherever possible. Our series of publications on
the Book of Abraham, for example, is distributed by the University of
Chicago Press—arguably the foremost academic press in the United
States. Chicago carries the series in its catalog and features and sells
it in exhibits at relevant scholarly conferences throughout North
America. In fact, for a number of years (until quite recently), FARMS
31. I myself have had at least one manuscript rejected by FARMS. And a prior version
of this introduction, on a completely different topic, was rejected.
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itself exhibited and sold the full range of its publications at such academic gatherings as the massive annual joint national meeting of the
American Academy of Religion and the Society of Biblical Literature
(AAR/SBL), which is probably the largest relevant academic gathering in the world. Furthermore, FARMS-affiliated scholars regularly
present on FARMS-relevant topics at such gatherings (for example, in
various sessions at the AAR/SBL meeting held in Washington DC in
November 2006). On a smaller scale, I, for one, have been quite willing to cite FARMS publications as references in my secular work, thus
inviting them to be read.32 Moreover, FARMS was very much a presence in Terryl Givens’s path-breaking 2002 Oxford University Press
book By the Hand of Mormon: The American Scripture That Launched
a New World Religion. We’re scarcely hiding.
10. Why doesn’t FARMS publish its materials in mainstream
periodicals and books?
There is probably no journal in mainstream academia that is interested in publishing works of explicit LDS advocacy, any more than
mainstream scientific or scholarly journals are interested in publishing works of Catholic or evangelical apologetics. I can think of no
instance where the Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
the American Historical Review, Antiquity, or any comparable academic journal has ever published any work of expressly sectarian religious advocacy.33 This isn’t because such advocacy is inevitably and by
nature inferior or unscholarly. Religious apologetics is also very much
beyond the pale at such gatherings as the annual joint meeting of the
32. See, for example, Daniel C. Peterson, “Creation,” in Encyclopaedia of the Qur’an,
ed. Jane Dammen McAuliffe et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 1:472–80; Peterson, “Muhammad,” in The Rivers of Paradise: Moses, Buddha, Confucius, Jesus, and Muhammad as
Religious Founders, ed. David Noel Freedman and Michael J. McClymond (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2001), 457–612; and Peterson, “Final Thoughts: Response to McClymond’s ‘Prophet or Loss?’ ” in Rivers of Paradise, 675–81.
33. Antiquity has, however, published work from what is now the Maxwell Institute.
See Douglas M. Chabries, Steven W. Booras, and Gregory H. Bearman, “Imaging the
Past: Recent Applications of Multispectral Imaging Technology to Deciphering Manuscripts,” Antiquity 77 (June 2003): 359–72.
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American Academy of Religion and the Society of Biblical Literature.
Even the Society of Christian Philosophers wisely bars denominational apologetics and polemics from its meetings. Why? It’s part of
the ethos of the modern academy. It facilitates calm, civil exchanges
by providing a congenial atmosphere in which academic arguments
can be exchanged with a minimum of overt party spirit. And I, for
one, am quite content that it be so. Nonetheless, the principal reason
that FARMS was founded was to publish a certain kind of scholarship,
for which, otherwise, there was no venue. (In this sense, the FARMS
Review’s theological commitment isn’t an offense against scholarly
diversity; it’s an expression of scholarly diversity.)
Some critics seem to labor under a profound misapprehension of
what FARMS is about and what those affiliated with it think they’re
doing. Consider, for example, the liberal Community of Christ (formerly RLDS) historian Roger Launius. In his review of Richard Lyman
Bushman’s Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling for the John Whitmer
Historical Association Journal, Launius takes issue with Bushman’s
understanding of FARMS:
Bushman acknowledges that there is debate over the nature
of the Book of Mormon, offering synopses of arguments over
its historicity and divinity. He contends that “On point after
point, the [modern] proponents answer the critics and assemble their own evidence.” He also contends: “Unlike the critics,
they do not claim their case is conclusive, but they go on accumulating support.” He is most assuredly misinformed on this
point. If there is one thing that Louis Midgley and the lords of
FARMS are convinced of, it is that their “case is conclusive”
and that all should agree with them.34
Evidently with the same curious notion in their heads, some critics have insisted that, if we’re really sitting on evidence that would
totally rewrite the history of the Americas, proving conclusively that
34. Roger D. Launius, “Defending the Prophet,” John Whitmer Historical Association
Journal 26 (2006): 317. The reference is to Richard Lyman Bushman, Joseph Smith: Rough
Stone Rolling (New York: Knopf, 2005), 93.
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light- and dark-skinned peoples fought a cataclysmic series of battles
for control of at least their portion of pre-Classic Mesoamerica, that
a small group of Hebrews colonized the New World during the sixth
century bce, and that Jesus visited the Americas shortly after his resurrection, mainstream scholars would be falling all over themselves to hear
more about these amazing proofs. Accordingly, our failure to publish our
stunning evidence in such outlets as the world-famous and immensely
prestigious Internationale Zeitschrift für Zweifellose Sicherheiten demonstrates, in their eyes, that we have no such evidence.
They’re right. We don’t. In my capacity as (I suppose) one of the
“lords of FARMS,” I hereby declare that it is Roger Launius, not Richard
Bushman, who is “most assuredly misinformed” about FARMS. (And
I have Louis Midgley’s permission to say so.) So far as I can tell, all
of those affiliated with FARMS would sympathize with the words of
evangelical Protestant philosopher James E. Taylor, in his introduction to a book surveying Christian apologetics for college students:
I have not discovered in these materials any proofs or demonstrations that would compel all rational people to believe
that God exists or that Christianity is true. Instead, I have
encountered arguments and evidences that have reassured
me that it is at least not irrational to be a Christian and, even
more, that the Christian worldview is more reasonable than
its competitors.35
Although we think we’re doing quite well and that we’ve found
some exceedingly interesting and even powerful evidences in support
of Latter-day Saint claims, no one affiliated with FARMS thinks that
we’ve got an evidentiary slam dunk, and we never talk about “proving” Mormonism or “proving” the Book of Mormon true. We certainly
don’t imagine that we’ve done so. We don’t think it’s in the cards, or
even part of the divine plan. The gospel is not to be “proven” by secular demonstrations from fallible mortal scholars. (“No man can come
to me,” said Jesus, “except the Father which hath sent me draw him.”
35. James E. Taylor, Introducing Apologetics: Cultivating Christian Commitment
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2006), 11.
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“But the natural man,” explained the apostle Paul, “receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned”; John
6:44; 1 Corinthians 2:14; see Moroni 10:4–5.) Rather, to the extent
that they’re engaged in positive apologetics at all, FARMS authors are
patiently accumulating facts and parallels to make a cumulative case
for the credibility of Latter-day Saint claims, not purporting to have
found the “mother lode,” scored a decisive overall knockout, or hit a
single, game-ending grand-slam home run.
And the construction of that painstaking, piecemeal case requires
more publication space than the mainstream secular academy is ever
going to afford us. A closely related but generally nonapologetic example should make the situation clearer: Mainstream historical journals
may well be interested in the occasional article on Joseph Smith or the
westward migration, but, by and large, they’re not going to be particularly interested in the kinds of “small” studies (for example, about the
genesis of the ecclesiastical ward in Nauvoo, early attempts to raise
cotton in St. George, the settlement of Cache Valley, disagreements
between Erastus Snow and George Q. Cannon, the formative years of
Charles W. Penrose, or the memoirs of Jane Manning James) that are
the warp and woof of Mormon and Utah history. They simply have too
many other subjects that interest them more. That’s why outlets such
as the Journal of the Mormon History Association, Mormon Historical
Studies, the Utah Historical Quarterly, and the John Whitmer Historical
Association Journal have been established. Analogously, that is also
one of the reasons FARMS exists.
Having laid down the foregoing proviso, though, I must now point
out that FARMS-affiliated authors have long been more than happy to
publish their materials in mainstream venues. For instance, John W.
Welch’s Chiasmus in Antiquity: Structures, Analyses, Exegesis was first
published in 1981. It contains various essays, such as Jonah Fraenkel’s
“Chiasmus in Talmudic-Aggadic Narrative,” Bezalel Porten’s “Structure and Chiasm in Aramaic Contracts and Letters,” and Yehudah
Radday’s “Chiasmus in Hebrew Biblical Narrative,” as well as an introduction by the eminent Hebrew biblical scholar David Noel Freedman
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(then at the University of Michigan). But it also contains an essay, by
John Welch himself, entitled “Chiasmus in the Book of Mormon.”
Had Professor Welch, the founder of FARMS, been as terror stricken
at the thought of non-Mormon scholars examining his essay as some
critics suggest that he must have been, it seems unlikely that he would
have published his book with the academic press Gerstenberg Verlag,
in Hildesheim, Germany.
Some other pieces with clear Mormon interest that have been
published by FARMS-affiliated authors in mainstream non-LDS venues include (but are not limited to):
John Gee. “Notes on Egyptian Marriage: P. BM 10416 Reconsidered.” Bulletin of the Egyptological Seminar 15 (2001):
17–25.
John Gee. “Towards an Interpretation of Hypocephali.” In
Mélanges offerts à Edith Varga: “le lotus qui sort de terre,”
325–34. Budapest: Musée Hongrois des Beaux-Arts, 2001.
John Gee. “S mi nn: A Temporary Conclusion.” Göttinger
Miszellen 202 (2004): 55–58.
John Gee. “Prophets, Initiation and the Egyptian Temple.”
Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyptian Antiquities
31 (2004): 97–107.
Carl W. Griffin and David L. Paulsen. “Augustine and the Cor
poreality of God.” Harvard Theological Review 95 (2002):
97–118.
David L. Paulsen. “Early Christian Belief in a Corporeal Deity:
Origen and Augustine as Reluctant Witnesses.” Harvard
Theological Review 83/2 (1990): 105–16.
David L. Paulsen. “Reply to Kim Paffenroth’s Comment.” Har
vard Theological Review 86/2 (1993): 235–39.
Daniel C. Peterson. “Hamid al-Din al-Kirmani on Creation.”
In Perspectives arabes et médiévales sur la tradition scientifique et philosophique grecque: Actes du colloque de la
SIHSPAI (Société internationale d’histoire des sciences et
de la philosophie arabes et islamiques): Paris, 31 mars–3
avril 1993, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 79, edited by
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Ahmad Hasnawi, Abdelali Elamrani-Jamal, and Maroun
Aouad, 555–67. Louvain: Peeters and Institut du monde
arabe, 1997.
Daniel C. Peterson. “Al-Kirmani on the Divine Tawhid.” In Proceedings of the Third European Conference in Iranian Studies, Part 2, Mediaeval and Modern Persian Studies, edited by
Charles Melville, 179–93. Wiesbaden: Reichert Verlag, 1999.
John L. Sorenson. “The Significance of an Apparent Relationship
between the Ancient Near East and Mesoamerica.” In Man
across the Sea: Problems of Pre-Columbian Contacts, edited
by C. L. Riley, J. C. Kelley, C. W. Pennington, and R. L.
Rands, 219–41. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1971.
John L. Sorenson. “A Reconsideration of Early Metal in Mesoamerica.” Katunob 9 (March 1976): 1–18.
John L. Sorenson and Carl L. Johannessen. “Biological Evidence
for Pre-Columbian Transoceanic Voyages.” In Contact and
Exchange in the Ancient World, edited by Victor H. Mair,
238–97. Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press, 2006.
Another potentially relevant example is my own very recent paper
on “The Tree of Life in the Qur’an,” which I presented at a FARMS/
Maxwell Institute symposium at BYU at the end of September 2006. It
features several Mormon-related aspects and will eventually be published by the Maxwell Institute. I delivered a somewhat different form
of that paper on 18 November 2006 at the annual joint national meeting of the American Academy of Religion and the Society of Biblical
Literature in Washington DC, and the chairman of the session has
asked that I submit it to the journal that he edits. This sort of thing is
scarcely unique to me and is far from uncommon.
11. Doesn’t the failure of FARMS arguments to attract interest or
attention from non-Mormon scholars demonstrate that they have
no merit?
First of all, that alleged “failure” is by no means absolute. As I’ve
tried to illustrate here with a few examples (which could be multiplied),
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non-Mormon scholars have begun to take notice of the materials published by FARMS, and FARMS-affiliated scholars have been participating in the broader scholarly conversation.
Second, a failure to attract interest or attention means that, by and
large, FARMS arguments have not been seriously examined by nonLDS scholars. But, surely, someone who has not seriously examined
a complex argument and its supporting evidence is in no position to
pass judgment on its merits or lack thereof.
Why do so few non-Mormon scholars pay any attention to Latterday Saint publications? On the whole, they fail to pay attention because
they have other interests and because their time is limited. Most of
them also don’t follow journals of Presbyterian history or debates
about the reliability of the gospel of John. Moreover, serious, academically reputable Latter-day Saint historical, archaeological, and scriptural scholarship is a rather new phenomenon. Mormonism has, until
relatively recently, been a marginal religious phenomenon, isolated in
the remote Great Basin.
In the beginning, it wasn’t about the history of an elite class,
the kind on which most historiography is focused, but the history of lower classes—fishermen, farmers, craftsmen—“little
people” who normally have no chroniclers. . . . They formed a
small, weak, much attacked, and “discredited” fringe group
in the society of the period . . . scarcely noticed by the wider
world and unremarked in its chronicles.36
But let us be frank. To most of those (particularly in the very secularized world of contemporary academia) who have even a nodding
acquaintance with Mormonism, our claims simply don’t merit serious
consideration or engagement.
Does this mean that Latter-day Saint beliefs are really, objectively,
without intellectual merit? No. If I thought so, I would not be where I
36. Hans Küng, Das Christentum: Die Religiöse Situation der Zeit (Munich: Piper
Verlag, 2003), 95, 97–98. Actually, Küng is describing the formative first century or two
of ancient Christianity, which went on, despite its initial obscurity, to become somewhat
important in subsequent years. But his portrayal fits the first century or two of Mormonism quite nicely also.
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am and doing what I do. Yet I recognize, as the apostle Paul did, that
the claims of the gospel will seem to some a “stumblingblock” and mere
“foolishness” (1 Corinthians 1:22–23). It’s a matter of prior assumptions
and worldviews (what the Germans call Weltanschauungen). From
within a given worldview, other worldviews may look silly and completely implausible.
A little story created by John Stackhouse will perhaps serve to
illustrate what I’m saying. The famous anthropologist E. E. EvansPritchard conducted research among the Azande of the Sudan in the
1920s. He found that the Azande, along with other tribal peoples,
believed that sickness and health were tightly bound up with “magic”
and “witchcraft.” Illness, they were convinced, came as a result of having offended a spirit, or a shaman, or, at any rate, somebody who could
employ a shaman in order to obtain revenge for the offense. Given this
worldview, it made entirely rational sense to them for a sick person
to make things right with the offended party through a consultation
with a shaman or witch doctor (either the one responsible for the illness or another who might be able to overcome or dissuade the one
who had caused the illness) by means of ritual, sacrifice, or compensation. Stackhouse uses the Azande to make an important point about
incommensurable worldviews:
Well, we know better, don’t we? So, blessed with our
superior knowledge, we fly over to Africa in our silver bird.
We alight from the plane wearing our priestly garments (lab
coats) and greet the assembled Azande.
“O Azande!” we say. “We hear that you understand sickness and health in terms of witchcraft.”
The Azande, a noble and patient people, respond, “That
is true.”
“O Azande!” we say again. “Have you not heard of microbiology, of Louis Pasteur, of bacteria, viruses, and antibiotics?”
The Azande, a noble and patient people, respond, “No, we
have not.”
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“O Azande!” we repeat, thoroughly caught up in our role
as saviors, “let us explain to you how wrong you are about illness and how our way of understanding is better.”
The Azande, a people whose nobility and patience is now
being tried, continue to listen.
“You see,” we say animatedly, “there are these teeny weeny
bugs all over the place. You can’t see them; you can’t smell
them; you can’t hear them or feel them—but they’re there!
And they crawl over your skin and into your body through
your nose and ears and eyes and mouth and cuts in your skin.
Once inside, they breed and breed and breed until there are
thousands of them, then millions of them, then billions
of them all over inside of your body.
“And that,” we conclude with a flourish, “is what makes
you sick.”
The Azande, a noble and patient people, look at each
other for a moment. Then the leader responds: “I think we’ll
just stick with the witchcraft paradigm, thanks.”37
Stackhouse then makes explicit the lesson that he wants his audience to learn from such a tale:
The amusement we might feel in reading such stories is
exactly the point. The implausible explanations offered are
not simply unlikely, or difficult to believe. They are laughable. They don’t count as even possible alternatives, worth a
moment’s consideration. They do not fall within the range of
theories that, given one’s worldview, one is disposed to entertain seriously. As Thomas Kuhn suggests in his influential
analysis of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, when one
paradigm, or overarching model, of science confronts over
another, it doesn’t always denounce it as merely inferior or
even bad science: It tends to treat it as not science at all. It is
simply implausible, and thus not worth taking seriously.38
37. John G. Stackhouse Jr., Humble Apologetics: Defending the Faith Today (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002), 39.
38. Stackhouse, Humble Apologetics, 40.
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We know (or think we do) that the germ theory of disease is far
superior to the Azande explanation. But the notion of billions of invisible “teeny weeny bugs” would have seemed so silly on the face of it
and so completely implausible to the Azande, at least in the 1920s,
that they would not have been inclined to sit around while we made
our case. Thus, its merits would have remained unknown to them.
(Support for this conclusion can be found in the fact that, as I’m told,
very few Azande shamans performed peer review for the Journal of
the American Medical Association in the twenties, and JAMA enjoyed
little circulation among the witch doctors residing along the Uele
River, in the districts of Rafaï, Zémio, and Obo, and in the southwestern Sudan.)
In This Number of the FARMS Review
For this number of the Review, Kevin Barney examines what I
regard as one of the most important books to have appeared regarding Mormon history in recent years, the 2005 anthology edited by
John W. Welch with Erick B. Carlson and entitled Opening the Heavens: Accounts of Divine Manifestations, 1820–1844. I’m convinced that
it will strengthen the faith of believing Latter-day Saint readers and
even inspire them. On the other hand, it will (or, at least, should) challenge unbelievers who honestly confront the data it contains. It is, in
my opinion, an indispensable book. Along with a very small shelf
including such earlier volumes as Richard L. Anderson’s classic Investigating the Book of Mormon Witnesses—and, now, possibly including
the new Maxwell Institute anthology Oliver Cowdery: Scribe, Elder,
Witness39—Opening the Heavens presents information that should be
considered by anyone seriously concerned with the truth of the claims
of Mormonism. Attempts to dismiss crucial elements of the Restoration as merely metaphorical, or as subjective to Joseph Smith, are
blocked by powerful evidence that those events occurred in the real,
material world—rather than in some mystical or metaphysical realm,
39. John W. Welch and Larry E. Morris, eds., Oliver Cowdery: Scribe, Elder, Witness
(Provo, UT: The Neal A. Maxwell Institute for Religious Scholarship, 2006).
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whatever that might be—and that they are attested to by abundant
historical documentation.
Egyptologist Kerry Muhlestein reviews an anthology of papers
from the ongoing Book of Abraham Project entitled Astronomy, Papy
rus, and Covenant; Louis Midgley probes for signs that the Southern
Baptist Convention has moderated the anti-Mormon stance officially
set in place prior to and during its annual convention in Salt Lake
City in 1998—his negative conclusions raise questions about the efficacy of continued conversations with those whose primary interest
is in securing the submission of the Saints; and David Paulsen and
Cory Walker examine a recent work on the Mormon view of salvation
by Douglas J. Davies of Durham University in the United Kingdom,
one of the most serious and well-informed outside commentators on
Mormon faith and life.
Two substantial essays in this number consider the interface
between Mormonism and science. First, physical chemist Robert R.
Bennett responds to a work by a former Latter-day Saint written to
demonstrate that Mormonism (often poorly understood, and just as
often taken in the most boneheadedly literalistic way) and Latter-day
Saint scripture (often sloppily misread) are incompatible with science
(sometimes just as poorly understood). Bennett demonstrates that the
book’s author has failed to interact with faithful Latter-day Saint scientists and with believing scientific theists generally (of whom there
are many), who have been giving solid thought to the issues that the
book raises for a very long time.
Second, Utah State University philosopher Richard Sherlock
examines the subject of “intelligent design”—very controversial at
the moment—from the perspective of a believing Latter-day Saint. I
expect that he will receive considerable criticism for having written
such a piece and that we will come under attack, from some quarters
at least, for the sheer act of publishing it. That’s perfectly fine with
me. Candidly, I’ve been astonished at the consistent inaccuracy with
which ID theory, as it’s sometimes called, has been depicted in the
press, and at the knee-jerk and caricaturizing negativism with which
some believing Latter-day Saint scientists have responded to it. It
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seems to me, whether ID is ever shown to be correct or not, or whether
it can even be formulated as a truly scientific hypothesis or not, that
Latter-day Saints, of all people, should not automatically dismiss it as
a possibility. We have no obligation, whatever the surrounding culture
may say, to accept the notion that naturalism is the default setting for
scientific and scholarly discussion. Why hand such an advantage to
critics of the gospel and the restoration without even seriously considering the question? Sometimes, it seems to me, we Latter-day Saints
are so terrified of being thought provincial and backward that we are
much too quick to signal our submission to reigning cultural and
intellectual dogma. But such submission will never convince any of
our cultured despisers that we’re not backward rubes . . . and a hasty
and uncritical zeal to ape our “betters” may only serve to confirm that
we are, indeed, insecure provincials.
“Again we search for the little birdie”
Finally, a brief comment on Dan Vogel’s review of Richard
Bushman’s Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling in the most recent number of the John Whitmer Historical Association Journal. “Richard,”
writes Vogel, “is quick to state that ‘pure objectivity is impossible’
when dealing with ‘a character as controversial as [Joseph] Smith,’ but
we all know that ‘pure objectivity is impossible.’ Period.”40
We may all know that now, of course (although, frankly, I doubt
it), but we didn’t always know it. That a realization of the incoherence
of the concept of historiographical “objectivity” and even of its undesirability has gradually begun to percolate through the community of
historians writing on Latter-day Saint topics is due, in large part, to the
unremitting efforts of Louis Midgley 41—efforts that were greatly aided
40. Dan Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” John Whitmer Historical Association Journal 26 (2006): 322.
41. See Louis Midgley, “The Myth of Objectivity: Some Lessons for Latter-day
Saints,” Sunstone, August 1990, 54–56; Midgley, “The Challenge of Historical Consciousness: Mormon History and the Encounter with Secular Modernity,” in By Study and Also
by Faith: Essays in Honor of Hugh W. Nibley, ed. John M. Lundquist and Stephen D. Ricks
(Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1990), 2:502–51 at 521–24, 544–47; Midgley, review of That Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question” and the American Historical
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by a 1988 book entitled That Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question”
and the American Historical Profession, written by the University of
Chicago historian Peter Novick.42 (I was strongly tempted to title
this section of my introduction “Time Vindicates Louis Midgley.”)
When Novick, an agnostic Jew, was invited to address the Sunstone
Symposium held the year after his book appeared, he surprised many
in the audience by plainly siding not with his fellow historians but,
instead, with the gadfly who had already, by that point, been vocally
criticizing ideological assumptions endemic to the so-called “New
Mormon History” for quite some time:
Louis Midgley, a BYU political scientist, though not himself an
Old Mormon Historian, has been the most prolific, the most
sophisticated, the most incisive critic of New Mormon History
from what I think is fair to call the Old Historians’ perspective. I have been very impressed with Midgley’s work. I think
he has a much more sophisticated notion of objectivity than
most New Mormon Historians do. He is very familiar with
recent literature on the subject. I think his criticisms of some
of the New Mormon Historians’ statements about objectivity are very cogent. I think he has made merited criticisms of
Profession, by Peter Novick, John Whitmer Historical Association Journal 10 (1990): 102–
4; Midgley, “More Liberal Legerdemain and the Book of Mormon,” Review of Books on
the Book of Mormon 3 (1991): 261–311 at 291–95; Midgley, “George Dempster Smith, Jr.,
on the Book of Mormon,” Review of Books on the Book of Mormon 4 (1992): 5–12 at 11
n. 13; Midgley, “The Acids of Modernity and the Crisis in Mormon Historiography,” in
Faithful History: Essays on Writing Mormon History, ed. George D. Smith (Salt Lake City:
Signature Books, 1992), 189–225 at 197, 209–13; Midgley, review of The New Mormon
History: Revisionist Essays on the Past, ed. D. Michael Quinn, John Whitmer Historical
Association Journal 13 (1993): 118–21 at 119–20; Midgley, “The Shipps Odyssey in Retrospect,” Review of Books on the Book of Mormon 7/2 (1995): 219–52 at 228, 237–38; and
Louis Midgley, “Knowing Brother Joseph Again,” FARMS Review 18/1 (2006): xi–lxii at
lx–lixx. See also William J. Hamblin, “Time Vindicates Hugh Nibley,” Review of Books on
the Book of Mormon 2 (1990): 119–27 at 120; Massimo Introvigne, “The Book of Mormon
Wars: A Non-Mormon Perspective,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 5/2 (1996): 1–25
at 1, 8–9; and Alan Goff, “Positivism and the Priority of Ideology in Mosiah-First Theories of Book of Mormon Production,” FARMS Review 16/1 (2004): 11–36 at 12.
42. Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: The “Objectivity Question” and the American
Historical Profession (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988).
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certain fudging on some issues by New Mormon Historians.
He has repeatedly insisted (in a phrase that has been variously
interpreted but has entered the language of historical argumentation among Mormon historians) that there is no middle
ground—meaning there is no middle ground between Joseph
Smith as prophet and Joseph Smith as not prophet. You have
got to choose which side are you on. Your money or your
life. “Under which king, Bezonian? Speak or die” [William
Shakespeare, Henry IV, Part 2, 5.3.113].43
But neither Professor Midgley nor Professor Novick had any intention of opening the floodgates to complete arbitrariness or whimsicality in the writing of any history, including Mormon history. Neither
believes (though Professor Midgley has frequently been accused, by
critics, of believing) that there is no real past, and neither is a relativist
with regard to the writing of history.44
43. This remark is taken from a transcription of Peter Novick, “Why the Old Mormon Historians Are More Objective Than the New,” a talk delivered at the 1989 Sunstone
Symposium held at the University of Utah in Salt Lake City. The Maxwell Institute purchased a tape of this talk (SL89096), which is still available from the Sunstone Web site,
www.sunstoneonline.com (accessed 26 June 2006). One can also download a free MP3
version from the same site. For background on the talk, see Midgley, “Knowing Brother
Joseph Again,” xlv–lvi. Incidentally, Professor Novick’s laudatory remarks about Professor Midgley will no doubt come as a shock to certain critics, for whom contempt, hostility, and loathing toward Professor Midgley are bedrock elements of their anti-FARMS
faith. Yet Professor Novick’s positive comments are by no means unparalleled among
genuine scholars. I myself, with my very own ears (and in the presence of George Mitton and David Paulsen), heard the prominent Protestant theologian Clark Pinnock, in
a conversation with Professor Midgley during a break in the first annual meeting of the
Society for Mormon Theology and Philosophy, held at Utah Valley State College on 19–20
March 2004, expressly praise Professor Midgley for the “kindness” and “charity” of his
writing, considering the offensive nature of the writings to which he had responded. Pinnock had read Midgley’s “Faulty Topography,” FARMS Review 14/1–2 (2002): 139–92;
and “On Caliban Mischief,” FARMS Review 15/1 (2003): xi–xxxvii. Fortunately, no critics
were present; paramedics were, at best, several minutes away, and my cardiopulmonary
resuscitation skills are, to say the best of them, untested.
44. It would certainly be difficult to sustain such charges against Peter Novick, the
author of such careful and highly regarded works as The Resistance versus Vichy: The
Purge of Collaborators in Liberated France (New York: Columbia University Press, 1968)
and The Holocaust in American Life (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1999).
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Arbitrariness, however, is what we seem to see in Dan Vogel’s own
treatment of Joseph Smith. “I will confess,” he writes, “that I found
Richard’s analysis most convincing when he was in agreement with mine,
and somewhat less persuasive when he disagreed.”45 There’s nothing
especially surprising about such a confession. After all, Ambrose Bierce
has plausibly defined admiration as “Our polite recognition of another’s
resemblance to ourselves.”46 But it’s difficult to repress a certain frisson
of amazement when one begins to appreciate the pervasive significance
of ideology in Vogel’s approach to Joseph Smith and the bold manner in
which he seeks to reduce views of the founding events of the restoration
that do not accord with his to the same level of theory-drivenness, by
insinuating that all speculations are created equal. “Deciding to tell the
story from the point of view of believers,” he says, “specifically the one
currently enforced through threat of excommunication by the Utahbased LDS Church, is one thing, but presenting that point of view as less
speculative than that held by skeptics is another.”47
Thus, telling the story as believers hold it to have occurred is, from
Vogel’s perspective, merely one arbitrary decision among many other
equally arbitrary choices—although, Vogel rather churlishly insinuates, the view allegedly held by supposed “believers” may actually
be held insincerely in some undetermined number of cases, under
duress—and simply rests on more or less unbridled speculation.
Whatever else can be said about him, Dan Vogel certainly knows
speculation. In an essay published in 2002, for instance, after nearly
thirty pages in which he attempts to demonstrate that the witnesses
to the Book of Mormon were merely hallucinating, he casually tosses
in the suggestion that, perhaps, maybe Joseph Smith possibly created
some bogus tin plates in order to gull his dupes. As I’ve remarked
before, this odd throwaway passage suggests the possibility that Vogel
finds his hallucination thesis nearly as unpersuasive and unsatisfactory as I do.48 And yet he’s stuck with it, for theological (or, better,
45. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 322.
46. Ambrose Bierce, The Devil’s Dictionary (New York: Hill and Wang, 1957), 6.
47. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 325.
48. See Dan Vogel, “The Validity of the Witnesses’ Testimonies,” in American Apocrypha: Essays on the Book of Mormon, ed. Dan Vogel and Brent Lee Metcalfe (Salt Lake
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atheological) reasons: “ ‘How often have I said to you,’ remarked
Sherlock Holmes to Dr. Watson, ‘that when you have eliminated the
impossible [which, in Vogel’s case, is theism and “the supernatural”],
whatever remains, however improbable, must be the truth?’ ”49 If you
don’t think the Book of Mormon is history, Vogel has explained, “then
you have to look for naturalistic explanations for the experiences of
the witnesses no matter how difficult it seems.”50
The late atheistic historian Dale Morgan wrote a 1945 letter to
Juanita Brooks, a believing Latter-day Saint historian, in which he
bluntly noted that
With my point of view on God, I am incapable of accepting
the claims of Joseph Smith and the Mormons, be they however
so convincing. If God does not exist, how can Joseph Smith’s
story have any possible validity? I will look everywhere for
explanations except to the ONE explanation that is the position of the church.51
“Richard [Bushman] should have recognized,” Vogel complains,
that my discussion of the plates did not begin with a wild
speculation about how Joseph Smith could have made them
City: Signature Books, 2002), 108. Literary scholar and former Dialogue editor Robert
Rees has observed of this particular effort to discredit and undercut the testimony of the
witnesses that “Vogel’s piece is so shot through with subjunctive qualifiers (if, probably,
perhaps, seems, might, assuming that, likely, probable, possibility, etc.) that it is difficult
to take his argument seriously.” Robert A. Rees, “The Book of Mormon and Automatic
Writing,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 15/1 (2006): 69 n. 32. See Dan Vogel, Joseph
Smith: The Making of a Prophet (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 2004), 98–99, for a more
recent appearance of his tin-plate theory.
49. Arthur Conan Doyle, The Sign of Four (London: Blackett, 1890), 93. I realize that
I’ve used this quotation, and the following one from Dale Morgan, on at least two previous occasions. They are, however, too perfectly suited for this discussion to be omitted
here.
50. Dan Vogel, post on the Mormon Apologetics and Discussion Board (9 December 2006). See www.mormonapologetics.org/index.php?showtopic=20266&st=20.
51. Dale Morgan to Juanita Brooks, 15 December 1945, at Arlington, Virginia. Transcribed in Dale Morgan on Early Mormonism: Correspondence and a New History, ed.
John Phillip Walker (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1986), 84–91. The quoted passage
occurs on page 87. I am grateful to Gary Novak for first calling my attention to it.
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out of tin, but rather, as explained in my introduction, with
the assumption that the Book of Mormon is not real history.
Thus, to the extent that one believes the evidence points to a
non-historical Book of Mormon, it also points to something
other than real gold plates under the cloth. The two are inseparably connected.52
And, indeed, they are. Since Dan Vogel believes that the Book of Mormon
is “non-historical,” he needs to have “something other than real gold
plates under the cloth.” Hence, the tin. Or something. Whatever. Any
ad hoc device that will do the trick.
So, voilà, there were no gold plates under the cloth. And (keep
your eye on the magician’s hands here) because Dan Vogel cannot allow real gold plates, nobody ever actually saw them. Ever. Of
the Book of Mormon, Vogel revealingly comments, “If the historian
decides it has no historical basis, then Smith’s claims about the angel
and gold plates cannot be taken at face value.”53 And, of course, neither can anybody else’s. Whatever the witnesses may have said, and
no matter how insistently they may have said it, they really only saw
something, perhaps tin plates, under a cloth, never the plates themselves.54 Accordingly, building upon that highly dubious claim, which
tramples upon the explicit testimony of the witnesses, Vogel goes for
his real point: “Because the plates were covered, the statements of
Smith’s family and friends are only evidence of their trust. Nothing
more. In short, their testimonies cannot be used to eliminate speculation altogether because they are themselves speculations.”55
As Vogel ironically comments about Richard Bushman’s much
less ideological approach, “This theory controls what is then quoted
and what is left out.”56 All is whimsy. Everything is relative. For Vogel
it’s just speculation.
52. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 325.
53. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 323.
54. For a response to Vogel’s revisionism by the preeminent authority on the witnesses, see Richard Lloyd Anderson, “Attempts to Redefine the Experience of the Eight
Witnesses,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 14/1 (2005): 18–31.
55. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 324.
56. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 323.
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“Secular historians are . . . more inclined than Mormons to suppress source material from Joseph’s closest associates,” remarked
Richard Bushman himself in an eerily prophetic essay published in
1997. (He could have been writing about Dan Vogel.) Since, Bushman
said, quoting extensively from the reminiscences of those closest to
the events would tend to suffuse a modern narrative with their own
faith and would turn readers’ attention to Joseph’s transparently sincere desire to obey God, “believing historians are more inclined to be
true to the basic sources than unbelieving ones.”57
But historiography severed from primary sources and faithless to
the texts that alone constitute its only real link to the past is most
accurately described as “wild speculation,” or, even, as historical fiction.58 And that seems precisely the proper description for such flights
of imaginative fancy as this one, from Vogel’s biography of Joseph
Smith:
[Lucy] related that her family stayed up late into the evening
“conversing upon the subject of the diversity of churches that
had risen up in the world and the many thousand opinions
in existence as to the truths contained in scripture.” Not an
unlikely topic for a late Sunday night conversation, but Lucy
probably minimized the intensity of this discussion since
young Joseph’s reaction was more pronounced than usual.
Lucy noticed that seventeen-year-old Joseph seemed
withdrawn as if in deep contemplation. He was quiet but not
unaffected. . . . [U]ndoubtedly his parents’ religious turmoil
. . . stirred him, in the words of his mother, “to reflect more
deeply than common persons of his age upon everything of
a religious nature.” Joseph more than any of his siblings well
understood the religious quandary in which his parents found
themselves. There was much that he could say, but in the swirl
57. Richard Lyman Bushman, “The Recovery of the Book of Mormon,” in Book of
Mormon Authorship Revisited: The Evidence for Ancient Origins, ed. Noel B. Reynolds
(Provo, UT: FARMS, 1997), 24, 26.
58. For striking examples of purported history as fiction, see Bernard Lewis, History
—Remembered, Recovered, Invented (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1975).
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of emotional debate, who would hear him? Besides, he was
just a youth with little standing or authority in such matters.
More than anything, Joseph’s silence likely resulted from his
ambivalent feelings and the high emotional price of choosing
sides. Very little was resolved when the Smiths finally retired
for the night.
As Joseph lay in his bed, likely troubled by his family’s
religious conflicts, he may have prayed for deliverance—
perhaps asking God to soften his parents’ hearts. He may
have asked that God would give him the words to convert
his father, but he knew that words alone were not sufficient
to persuade. Joseph Sr.’s intellectualized approach to the Bible
and Universalistic beliefs seemed like impassible barriers to
Joseph Jr. From his failed attempt to persuade him in 1820/21
[the first vision], Joseph knew that his father resisted visionary experiences. Joseph’s line of authority with his father was
his gift of seeing [money-digging]. Perhaps for the good of
the family and his father’s future welfare, Joseph might call
upon that influence to bring his father to repentance and give
his family the religious harmony they so badly needed. These
were desperate thoughts, but in Joseph’s mind, the situation
would have called for decisive action.
And thus, Vogel suggests to his readers, the tale of Moroni was
born, and, with it, the Book of Mormon. “Shortly an ‘angel’ appeared
at his bedside.” “He would later claim,” Vogel says of Joseph, to have
been thinking about his own state before God. But Vogel knows better.59 “It is,” wrote Hugh Nibley in 1946, “simply another case of the
facts stating one thing and Brodie stating another, basing her assertions on her own imponderable knowledge of Joseph’s inmost mental
processes.”60
No. Wait a minute. That last quotation is about Fawn Brodie, not
Dan Vogel. But it sounds uncannily familiar, because Dan Vogel is
59. Vogel, Joseph Smith, 43–44.
60. Hugh Nibley, “No, Ma’am, That’s Not History,” in Hugh Nibley, Tinkling Cymbals
and Sounding Brass (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1991), 23.
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scarcely original in this sort of thing. Plus ça change, goes the French
saying, plus c’est la même chose—the more something changes, the
more it stays the same. Six decades ago, in his first publication on a
Latter-day Saint topic, Hugh Nibley pointed to very much the same
approach in Brodie’s 1945 biography of Joseph Smith, No Man Knows
My History. “It will be seen that Brodie’s argument throughout the
whole period rests ultimately on nothing but her own insight into
the inner, nay the unconscious, mind of the Prophet.”61 “The young
woman who can tell us with perfect confidence just what must have
happened and what would have happened is not one to be stopped by
uncooperative documents and recalcitrant sources; and she is most at
home when there are no documents at all.”62
The culmination of Joseph’s megalomania finds him without courage, “empty of conviction when he needed it most.”
Again we search for the little birdie that tells little Brodie these
things. “He stood proudly before his men, betraying nothing of the tumult and anxiety racking him within.” Since he
betrayed nothing by look, word, or gesture of his inner feelings, we take the liberty to report that he was really thinking of a fishing trip made on his seventh birthday; there is
no evidence for this, but of course his thoughts were perfectly
concealed, you know. Is this history? To present as facts what
a man might have or could have or even possibly would have
been thinking on an occasion when, far from revealing his
thoughts, he covers them up, is a good game; but a book built
up of alternate layers of psychological speculation and haphazard sources that only support them if accepted with a certain peculiar interpretation—such a book is not history.63
61. Nibley, “No, Ma’am, That’s Not History,” 20.
62. Nibley, “No, Ma’am, That’s Not History,” 35. For someone deservedly well-known
for his work on the primary sources in Mormon history, Vogel too adopts a surprisingly
cavalier attitude toward them when his ideological approach requires it. See Larry E. Morris, “Joseph Smith and ‘Interpretive Biography,’” FARMS Review 18/1 (2006): 321–74.
63. Nibley, “No, Ma’am, That’s Not History,” 26–27, first emphasis added.
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“My discussion of the plates did not begin with a wild speculation
about how Joseph Smith could have made them out of tin,” recalls Dan
Vogel, “but rather . . . with the assumption that the Book of Mormon
is not real history.”64 “I was convinced before I ever began writing the
book,” Fawn Brodie confided in a 1975 oral history interview, “that
Joseph Smith was not a true prophet.”65 And thus the ideological precommitment dictates the historical method—and, so it is implied, justifies “wild speculation.”
When Joseph Smith faced Emma for the last time, “he
knew that she thought him a coward.” So Brodie knows that
Emma knew that Joseph knew what Emma thought! Is this
history? There might be some merit in this sort of thing if,
like the invented speeches of the Greek historian, it took some
skill to produce. But, if anything, it is hard for the historian to
avoid the pitfalls of such cheap and easy psychology. The business of the historian is to tell what happened, not what someone might have been thinking about what was happening.66
“Oh, I had always wanted to write fiction,” Fawn Brodie told her
interviewer in 1975.67 But historical novels must be sharply distinguished from real biographies. Docudramas are not genuine documentaries. And “clairvogelance,” to use a term coined by historian
Andrew Hedges and psychiatrist Dawson Hedges in their FARMS
review of Dan Vogel’s Joseph Smith biography, is not a solid foundation for reliable history.68 The Midgley/Novick critique of objectivity
64. Vogel, “Bushman’s Rough Stone Rolling,” 325.
65. Fawn M. Brodie, “Fawn McKay Brodie: An Oral History Interview,” Dialogue
14/2 (1981): 106.
66. Nibley, “No, Ma’am, That’s Not History,” 34.
67. Brodie, “Fawn McKay Brodie: An Oral History Interview,” 104.
68. See Andrew H. Hedges and Dawson W. Hedges, “No, Dan, That’s Still Not History,” FARMS Review 17/1 (2005): 205–22 at 211. See also Alan Goff, “Dan Vogel’s Family Romance and the Book of Mormon as Smith Family Allegory,” FARMS Review 17/2
(2005): 321–400; and Morris, “Joseph Smith and ‘Interpretive Biography,’ ” 327–74. Several other useful essays in the FARMS Review have focused on other works by the prolific
Dan Vogel. They may all be found online, via maxwellinstitute.byu.edu.
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in Mormon historiography is no carte blanche for utter arbitrariness
and “wild speculation.”
Editor’s Picks and Thanks
We do, however, feel the need to continue tradition by offering our
“picks” from among the items reviewed in this number of the FARMS
Review. As always, these ratings have been determined in consultation with the two associate editors and the production editor of the
FARMS Review and after reading what our reviewers have had to say.
But the final responsibility for them is entirely mine. Items that we
review but that fail to appear in this list have been omitted because
we could not recommend them (which, in certain cases, is putting it
very mildly).
This is the scale, unavoidably subjective in character, that we use
in our rating system:
****	Outstanding, a seminal work of the kind that appears
only rarely
***
Enthusiastically recommended
**
Warmly recommended
*
Recommended
From among the items considered, these are the books that we are
willing to endorse:
****	John W. Welch and Erick B. Carlson, eds., Opening the
Heavens: Accounts of Divine Manifestations, 1820–1844
***	John Gee and Brian M. Hauglid, eds., Astronomy, Papyrus,
and Covenant
**	Douglas J. Davies, The Mormon Culture of Salvation:
Force, Grace and Glory
And I not only need to but am happy to thank those who have
made this number of the FARMS Review possible. Clearly, I need to
thank the reviewers, who receive no payment for their work beyond
a free copy of the item they are reviewing—and, frequently, not even
that—and, eventually, a free copy of the Review when it appears. Louis
Midgley and George Mitton, the Review’s associate editors, share generously of their wisdom, knowledge, and experience, as well as of their
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time and energy. Shirley Ricks, the Review’s unfailingly competent
production editor, actually causes it to appear. Alison Coutts reads
each review and article and offers useful suggestions and comments.
Paula Hicken does an outstanding job of overseeing the source checking and proofreading and was aided in these tasks, this time, by Brette
Jones and Sandra Thorne. Jacob Rawlins typesets the reviews. Without
the efforts of these individuals, the Review would never appear.

Science vs. Mormonism:
The Dangers of Dogmatism
and Sloppy Reading
Robert R. Bennett

I have trouble understanding why people drift away from
the Church. I’m sure the reasons are different and varied. I
can understand if a person wants to misbehave and has to
rationalize to himself. He has to think he’s all right. But I also
understand that people who think they have to be as smart as
the Lord, understand everything, and have no contradictions
in their minds may have trouble. There are all kinds of contradictions that I don’t understand, but I find the same kinds of
contradictions in science, and I haven’t decided to apostatize
from science.
In the long run, the truth is its own most powerful advocate. The Lord uses imperfect people. He often allows their
errors to stand uncorrected. He may have a purpose in doing
so, such as to teach us that religious truth comes forth “line
upon line, precept upon precept” in a process of sifting and
winnowing similar to the one I know so well in science.
Henry Eyring
	. Henry Eyring, Reflections of a Scientist (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1983), 47.

Review of Duwayne R. Anderson. Farewell to Eden: Coming to Terms
with Mormonism and Science. Bloomington, IN: 1st Books Library,
2003. xxx + 350 pp., bibliographical references, appendixes, and
index. $29.95 hardcover, $22.95 paperback.
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D

uwayne R. Anderson is a former member of the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints who decided that his understanding
of Mormonism was incompatible with his understanding of science.
Farewell to Eden is his attempt to show how the two are irreconcilable.
It contains an interesting mixture of science—explained at roughly
the level of Scientific American—and Anderson’s thin understanding
of Latter-day Saint theology.
While serving as elders quorum president, Anderson began to
question his faith. He read the Old Testament for the first time and
learned that, according to the Pentateuch, Moses had ordered (under
God’s direction) the slaughter of all the males of the Midianites whom
they had conquered in war (Numbers 31:14–18). Anderson calls any
“God” that demanded such actions a monster. He felt that his concerns with this passage in the Old Testament were not adequately
answered by his church leaders.
Would a loving God command such a thing of his children? Is
there a way to rationalize the command to destroy human life while
maintaining a belief in the goodness of God? God obviously regards
life and death differently than mortals. He gives a general prohibition
against the taking of life—“thou shalt not kill” (Exodus 20:13)—and
in fact classifies murder as the most grievous sin next to denial of the
Holy Ghost. However, he at times makes exceptions to this prohibition, as in the cases of Nephi slaying Laban and the armies of Israel
being commanded to kill conquered peoples. It is not impossible to
believe that God recognizes that mortality is but a step in an eternal
existence, that all people will eventually die, and that he, as our crea
tor, holds the right to determine the timing.
For Anderson, however, it appears that there is no possible exception to the prohibition against killing or no possible reason for God to
order the deaths of people. All is black or white.
	. See, for example, W. Cole Durham Jr., “Murder,” in Encyclopedia of Mormonism,
2:970: “Murder is condemned in latter-day scripture just as it is in the Ten Commandments
and numerous other passages in both the Old and the New Testament. The Doctrine and
Covenants declares that ‘thou shalt not kill’ (D&C 42:18). The murderer ‘shall not have forgiveness in this world, nor in the world to come’ (D&C 42:18). In Latter-day Saint doctrine, murder
is second in seriousness only to the unpardonable sin of blasphemy against the Holy Ghost.”
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I finally decided that I simply had two choices. On the one
hand, I could accept the story as written, and conclude that
Moses was doing God’s will. In this case, I would be forced
logically to reduce God to a butchering monster. My second
choice was to retain my concept of a benevolent God, full of
goodness and virtue, and conclude that Moses was either a
false prophet or that the historical record had been seriously
corrupted. (p. xvi)
The fact that millions of people have read that identical scripture and
still managed to maintain both a belief in a loving God and a belief
in the prophetic mission of Moses seems beyond consideration for
Anderson. That there could be a time, place, and circumstance in
which God determined that it was in the best interest of his children to
return the Midianite sons to him in the spirit world is simply impossible in Anderson’s black-and-white world. This passage of scripture,
of course, is not unique to Mormonism or even to Christianity. Three
major faiths, comprising over three billion of the earth’s population,
regard Moses as a prophet and accept the Old Testament as the word of
God. Anderson’s argument is actually with all of Christianity, Judaism,
and Islam.
Anderson started to “examine critically the church’s conflicts
with geology, physics, chemistry, and biology, and . . . [began] to realize that the church’s position on many issues related to these branches
of science are [sic] in direct conflict with well-established scientific
facts” (p. xxi). He describes going to his stake president to discuss this
issue, but “the scientific problems simply went over his head” (p. xxi).
Anderson discovered that he no longer believed. He then read several
books critical of the church, including Fawn Brodie’s No Man Knows
My History.
The most immediate thing I learned from Brodie were [sic]
the many details about Joseph Smith and church history that
the church ignored, glossed over, or denied. I began to resent
	. Anderson claims that “the Church had taught me that Brodie was an evil apostate
who had been seduced by the Devil” (p. xii).
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what was emerging as a pattern of official intellectual dishonesty by the church and its apologists, in denying or sidestepping intellectual issues that conflicted with LDS doctrine. I
began to see a pattern, and that pattern was one of deception.
(p. xxii)
This is vintage anti-Mormonism—general accusations of “official intel
lectual dishonesty” against any and all who are not in agreement with
a critic, without providing any detail for examination. Reputable
scholars have disputed Brodie’s arguments, objecting, for example, to
her tendency to declare what a long-since deceased person’s motives
or thoughts must have been.
Anderson then discusses his disillusionment with the Book of
Mormon and its defenders. He specifically takes Hugh Nibley to task
for “his continual habit of making arguments that are so broad they
can be used to justify belief in virtually anything, including UFOs
and little green men” (p. xxii). By associating him with “little green
men,” Anderson attempts to make Nibley look absurd to the reader—
without engaging any of his arguments. Of course, the reference to
“little green men” is wholly Anderson’s invention. Nibley never said
any such thing. Anderson goes on in his criticism of Nibley: “Basically,
he argued that until someone manages to absolutely prove with no
uncertainty at all that the Book of Mormon is false, then it has to be
admitted that it could be true” (p. xxii). Once again, this is a gross
mischaracterization of any argument that I’ve ever seen Nibley make,
and I daresay he never made such an argument.
In another vein, Anderson conjectures that his life is in danger
because of his apostasy. “Solemn priesthood brethren had taught
me that those who apostatized from the LDS Church died mysteriously of awful diseases” (p. xxiii). Who are these “solemn priesthood
brethren”? The closest I have ever heard to such teachings are some
	. One of the more entertaining discussions of some of the problems in Brodie’s
work is Hugh Nibley’s “No Ma’am, That’s not History,” which is now included in Hugh
Nibley, Tinkling Cymbals and Sounding Brass: The Art of Telling Tales about Joseph Smith
and Brigham Young, ed. David J. Whittaker (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS,
1991), 1–45.
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accounts of the allegedly untimely deaths of those who participated
in the murders of Joseph and Hyrum Smith. I have never heard that
apostasy leads to death from awful diseases. Anderson cites nothing
in Latter-day Saint publications to illustrate this charge. He struggles
to put some stamp of official church sanction on these reported teachings by referring to their being spoken by “solemn priesthood brethren.” To the uninitiated, this sounds like official clergy of the church.
In reality, though, the phrase priesthood brethren is synonymous with
male church members over the age of eleven.
Anderson also claims to have been taught that, if he lost his testimony, he was evil and would lose his job, his wife, his children, his
sanity, and his health. It would be consistent with church teachings to
say that it is unlikely that the apostate would have his wife or children
after this life, but Anderson seems to imply that the church teaches
that these things will be lost in this life. Losing one’s family after this
life should be utterly meaningless to an atheist such as Anderson since
he believes there is nothing after this life.
The book is dedicated to Duwayne Marlo Anderson, a relative
of the author who seems to have followed a similar path out of the
Church of Jesus Christ. The author Anderson gives a rather strange
account of the effects of Marlo’s name being mentioned in a family
setting, which gives us significant insight into his own thought processes. He maintains:
Sometimes I’d overhear a conversation between adults in the
other room, someone commenting that Marlo was “some big
shot” working for the government on scientific equipment
destined for a Mars mission. Some in the room would usually
remain silent at the mention of Marlo’s name, and I could read
in their silent expressions the pain of knowing that Marlo was
a likely Son of Perdition. (p. xiii)
	. N. B. Lundwall, comp., The Fate of the Persecutors of the Prophet Joseph Smith
(Salt Lake City: Publisher’s Press, 1952); see Dallin Oaks and Marvin S. Hill, Carthage
Conspiracy: The Trial of the Accused Assassins of Joseph Smith (Urbana: University of
Illinois Press, 1975).
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Anderson apparently has the ability, by looking at their faces, to read
the minds of those who remained silent, knowing by their expressions
that they believed that Marlo was a likely son of perdition. Did anyone actually say this, or is Anderson simply ascribing his thoughts to
others?
Anderson’s explanation of the sons of perdition is illustrative of
his tendency to misread Latter-day Saint scriptures and teachings:
In LDS theology a Son of Perdition is someone who has
been a member of the LDS Church, known its doctrinal secrets, had the witness of the Spirit, and turned away from the
Church. Such apostates are considered to be worse than the
devil, and LDS scriptures describe them as being better off
having never been born (see D&C 76:31–32). (p. xiii n. 1)
Language in Doctrine and Covenants 76 describes those who become
sons of perdition, but Anderson has misread the text. It does not teach
that simple apostasy from the church relegates one to being a son of
perdition. The full text states:
Thus saith the Lord concerning all those who know my
power, and have been made partakers thereof, and suffered
themselves through the power of the devil to be overcome,
and to deny the truth and defy my power—
They are they who are the sons of perdition, of whom I say
that it had been better for them never to have been born;
For they are vessels of wrath, doomed to suffer the wrath
of God, with the devil and his angels in eternity;
Concerning whom I have said there is no forgiveness in
this world nor in the world to come—
Having denied the Holy Spirit after having received it,
and having denied the Only Begotten Son of the Father, having
crucified him unto themselves and put him to an open shame.
(D&C 76:31–35)
To be a son of perdition requires more than a witness of the Spirit—
they must have known God’s power and been made partakers thereof.
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Further, they must defy God’s power—not merely deny, but defy.
Further, they must crucify Christ unto themselves and put him to an
open shame. Joseph Smith taught:
All sins shall be forgiven, except the sin against the Holy
Ghost; for Jesus will save all except the sons of perdition. What
must a man do to commit the unpardonable sin? He must
receive the Holy Ghost, have the heavens opened unto him,
and know God, and then sin against Him. After a man has
sinned against the Holy Ghost, there is no repentance for
him. He has got to say that the sun does not shine while he sees
it; he has got to deny Jesus Christ when the heavens have been
opened unto him, and to deny the plan of salvation with his
eyes open to the truth of it; and from that time he begins to be
an enemy. This is the case with many apostates of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints.
In this statement, Joseph Smith does not describe an apostate who
simply leaves the church. Anderson displays a fundamental mis
understanding of Latter-day Saint doctrine.
What Is Mormonism?
In this first chapter, Anderson acknowledges the stress that church
leaders place on education, yet states, “At the same time, while recognizing the church’s legitimate support of education and learning, it
would be an equal mistake to ignore or deny the force with which the
church opposes intellectual issues that the brethren consider threatening to the institution and/or its members” (p. 9). He leaves this
statement unsupported. The reader is left to wonder what intellectual
issues the Brethren supposedly oppose, and how exactly this opposition is manifest.
Anderson explains that the Saints are asked to speak in church
services but adds the caveat that “only members who are perceived as
	. Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, comp. Joseph Fielding Smith (Salt Lake
City: Deseret Book, 1976), 358, emphasis added.
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being uncontroversial are invited to speak” (p. 14). The bishop may
assign a specific topic for the speaker, but in my experience there is no
degree-of-perceived-controversy analysis for potential speakers. The
Saints who teach and speak in sacrament meetings are encouraged to
teach correct doctrine. Anderson views this as oppressive.
Anderson has a rather interesting perception of a term that the
Book of Mormon uses—the “church of the devil”; he claims that the
Book of Mormon “describes how all churches except the LDS Church
constitute the great and abominable church of the devil” (p. 15). This
represents an extremely narrow reading of the Book of Mormon and
is inconsistent with the manner in which church leaders from the
beginning have described other churches. Can Anderson come up
with a quotation from one of the prophets asserting that “all churches
except the LDS Church constitute the great and abominable church of
the devil”? I’ve certainly not seen one. Generally speaking, leaders are
quite complimentary of the Protestant Reformers, seeing their work
as a necessary step in laying the foundation for the restoration. In a
discourse delivered in Rexburg, Idaho, on 17 August 1884, President
John Taylor reviewed the accomplishments of Martin Luther and his
able coworker Philipp Melanchthon and acknowledged that they performed their labors under the influence of the Spirit of God: “They
were good men. They sought to do good, and did do good; for he that
doeth righteousness is righteous. They followed the leadings of that
portion of the Spirit of God which is given to all men to profit withal.
They operated in the interests of humanity.”
In his book, Anderson presents his own hierarchy of doctrinal
authority in the Church of Jesus Christ (pp. 16–17):
1. General conference addresses (by General Authorities)
2. Church magazine articles by General Authorities
	. For example, see Thomas S. Monson, “Led by Spiritual Pioneers,” Ensign, August
2006, 3; Joseph B. Wirthlin, “The Restoration and Faith,” Ensign, January 2006, 32–34;
Gordon B. Hinckley, “At the Summit of the Ages,” Ensign, November 1999, 73.
	. John Taylor, in Journal of Discourses, 25:264. This example could be multiplied
manifold and hardly represents a belief that all who are not Latter-day Saints are part of
the church of the devil.

Anderson, Farewell to Eden (Bennett) • 

3. The words of living General Authorities
4.	The Book of Mormon, Doctrine and Covenants, and Pearl
of Great Price
5. The Bible
6. Sermons by General Authorities to local members
7. Sermons by local leaders (inconsequential)
Anderson includes a note explaining why he places the standard works
as number 4 and not higher. “Mormons will say (and honestly believe)
that they hold their scriptures as being more authoritative than pronouncements by their apostles and prophets. In practice, however, it
doesn’t work that way” (p. 17 n. 17).
According to Anderson, since prophets and apostles interpret the
scriptures, their words carry more weight than the scriptures themselves. Anderson’s example to illustrate his point is fallacious in that
it relies on a misreading of the Book of Mormon: “Even though the
Book of Mormon seems to condemn polygamy (see Jacob chapters 1
and 2), the LDS Church practiced it under the direction of the General
Authorities” (p. 17 n. 17). Anderson has simply misread the Book of
Mormon. Jacob condemns the unauthorized practice of polygamy:
Behold, David and Solomon truly had many wives and
concubines, which thing was abominable before me, saith the
Lord. . . .
Wherefore, my brethren, hear me, and hearken to the
word of the Lord: For there shall not any man among you
have save it be one wife; and concubines he shall have none;
For I, the Lord God, delight in the chastity of women.
And whoredoms are an abomination before me; thus saith the
Lord of Hosts. (Jacob 2:24, 27–28)
This seems to be where all those seeking to condemn the church’s
practice of polygamy stop reading. If they were to read verse 30, they
would discover qualifying language: “For if I will, saith the Lord of
Hosts, raise up seed unto me, I will command my people; otherwise
they shall hearken unto these things” (Jacob 2:30). If the Lord commands polygamy, it is acceptable to him. Thus the position of the
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nineteenth-century church in practicing polygamy is completely consistent with the Book of Mormon and Anderson’s is a false contradiction. Living prophets can instruct the members of the church when
practices should be changed. Nevertheless, the scriptures continue as
the standard by which doctrines and practices are judged.
In a section titled “Hidden doctrines,” Anderson asserts that the
Brethren are not open about the teachings of the church and that “one
cannot simply trust Mormons to be particularly forthcoming about
what the church teaches” (p. 25). He attacks President Gordon B.
Hinckley in his oft-quoted discussion of the teaching that God was
once a man in an interview with the San Francisco Chronicle, 13 April
1997. If there was ever a case of making a man an offender for a word,
this is it. The damning citation is as follows:
Q [SFC]: There are some significant differences in your
beliefs. For instance, don’t Mormons believe that God was
once a man?
A [GBH]: I wouldn’t say that. There was a little couplet
coined, “As man is, God once was. As God is, man may
become.” Now that’s more of a couplet than anything else.
That gets into some pretty deep theology that we don’t know
very much about. (p. 22)
Anderson then quotes several church publications that discuss the
doctrine that God was once a man and claims that President Hinckley
is “minimizing the doctrine” (p. 22); Anderson uses this as an example of the church hiding its doctrines. The publications Anderson cites
are certainly available to anyone who is interested. A better question
might be—is an interview with a newspaper really the place to go into
the significance of this couplet? President Hinckley merely indicated
that we do not know very much about these matters. In the King
Follett funeral discourse, Joseph Smith taught that God had a mortal
existence. But that is about all we know. In fact, Joseph intimated that
God’s mortal existence was similar to Christ’s rather than to the typi-
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cal human’s. To insist that President Hinckley’s preference to refrain
from discussing an idea about which we know very little with a newspaper reporter somehow amounts to hiding doctrines seems a significant distortion.
What Is Science?
Anderson offers a definition of science for the purpose of contrasting it with Mormonism. He describes science as “a way of thinking that begins by assuming the universe is knowable and that we can
understand it by study, experimentation, and observation” (p. 27). He
strives to describe the scientific method and some of the achievements
of science; he elaborates on the application of scientific theories, which
has given us “faster ships, rockets, . . . computers, . . . and vaccines.”
He then concludes that “nobody can deny the practical and verifiable
success of the scientific process. In short, we have faith in the philosophy of science because it produces such spectacular results” (p. 30).
Anderson claims that “science is based on observations that are
verified by other, critical experimenters. Mormonism is based on revelation that is accepted by faith, and not generally, reliably, or universally verifiable by independent and critical observers” (p. 40). Whatever
one might think of this assertion, it does not preclude the truthfulness
of Mormonism. In matters of faith, what constitutes an “independent
critical observer”? One that has no faith? If faith is a necessary part
of obtaining a witness of the spirit, can one without faith conduct an
independent assessment? Certainly tens of thousands of people each
year claim to have received a confirmation of the truthfulness of the
Book of Mormon.
	. See, for example: “As the Father hath power in Himself, so hath the Son power
in Himself, to lay down His life and take it again, so He has a body of His own. The Son
doeth what He hath seen the Father do: then the Father hath some day laid down His
life and taken it again” (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 312); and “The Scriptures
inform us that Jesus said, As the Father hath power in Himself, even so hath the Son
power—to do what? Why, what the Father did. The answer is obvious—in a manner to lay
down His body and take it up again. Jesus, what are you going to do? To lay down my life
as my Father did, and take it up again. Do we believe it? If you do not believe it, you do
not believe the Bible.” (Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 346).
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He also asserts that “science has no sacred principles that cannot
be questioned. Mormonism is based on certain sacred principles, the
questioning of which is socially taboo, resisted, sometimes punished,
and viewed as personal weakness to be overcome” (p. 40). This assertion is not true. I would dispute the notion that the principles of science can be freely questioned without social consequences. Attempts
to question fundamental scientific theories have been met with derision, hostility, and personal attacks. Here, as in other places in which
Anderson attacks the Church of Jesus Christ, no references are provided to back up the accusations.
Anderson further maintains that “critical, skeptical thinking is
central to science, fostered, encouraged, and often rewarded in terms
of the quality of work performed. Mormonism resists and sometimes
punishes skeptical thinking, especially regarding core sacred principles” (p. 40). Again, the dichotomy is overstated in both directions.
In practice, scientists do not always encourage and foster skeptical
thinking, and the church does not necessarily resist or punish such
thinking. It depends on the forum and the attitude.
And Anderson argues that “science demands that theories change
or be discarded when they fail to describe observations. Mormonism
demands faith in sacred principles whether or not they are in disagreement with observation” (p. 44). I would argue that Mormonism
doesn’t demand anything. It teaches principles regarding man’s origins, destiny, and purpose; what constitutes good and evil; the nature
of God; the role of Jesus Christ; and so forth. It provides a path for
people who accept these teachings to attain and maintain membership in the Church of Jesus Christ. The church is not in a position to
demand.
With these alleged differences between Mormonism and science
in mind, Anderson attempts in subsequent chapters to show how Mor
monism is incompatible with scientific observations.
Mormonism and the Science of Complexity
Anderson begins this chapter with a discussion of the Latter-day
Saint concept of God, including the unique belief that God has a body
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of flesh and bones and was at one time a mortal man who progressed
in knowledge. But his understanding of Latter-day Saint scripture is
rather tenuous. For instance, Anderson makes the following claim:
At times, though, the LDS concept of God seems positively inconsistent. For example, even though the Doctrine
and Covenants clearly states that God has a physical body
of flesh and bone, as tangible as man’s, the Book of Mormon
clearly states that God is a spirit:
“And Ammon began to speak unto him with boldness,
and said unto him: Believest thou that there is a God? And
he answered and said unto him that I do not know what that
meaneth. And then Ammon said: Believest thou that there
is a Great Spirit? And he said Yea. And Ammon said: This is
God” (Alma 18:24–28). (pp. 48–49)
Anderson then explains:
Historians of Mormonism are likely to view Alma 18:24–28
and Doctrine and Covenants 130:22 as illustrative of the evolution of Joseph Smith’s concept of God. Latter-day Saints, on the
other hand, are likely to explain Alma 18:24–28 as e[i]ther a
reference to the Holy Ghost, or possibly as Alma speaking in a
language that the Lamanites could understand; basically giving
them “milk” before “meat.” (p. 49)
Alma 18:24–28 is a particularly poor choice of scriptures to use to
define the Latter-day Saint concept of God and to show a contradiction to other scriptures. First, this is not a doctrinal sermon, but
simply an account of a missionary (Ammon, not Alma, as Anderson
mistakenly claims) and an investigator (King Lamoni) seeking common ground for a discussion. Second, part of what Anderson claims
as a possible Latter-day Saint explanation (speaking in a language the
Lamanites could understand) is actually quite reasonable. This is an
account of a Nephite missionary speaking to a person unfamiliar with
the Nephite concept of God. When Lamoni is not sure what Ammon
means by the question, Ammon reframes it in terms that Lamoni can
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understand. Third, it would be helpful if Anderson engaged the actual
statements that Latter-day Saint scholars make about this and other
topics rather than invent likely explanations. I personally know of no
Latter-day Saint who ever claimed that Ammon was referring to the
Holy Ghost in this passage. Finally, outside of Ammon’s attempt to
speak in a language that Lamoni could understand, this scripture is
actually doctrinally correct without the need to reference the Holy
Ghost. In Latter-day Saint doctrine, Jehovah, the God of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob (and Nephi, Alma, and Ammon) is identical to Jesus
Christ. A simple glance at the bottom of page 255 in the current edition of the Book of Mormon will show that Ammon’s missionary work
to the Lamanites occurred in approximately 90 bc, at which time the
premortal Christ was, indeed, a “Great Spirit.”
None of these explanations is acceptable to Anderson. Instead, he
portrays Latter-day Saints as either inconsistent in their doctrine or
simply dishonest. A footnote to the milk-before-meat sentence above
once again impugns the honesty of Latter-day Saints: “This explanation further illustrates the justification held within the LDS Church
of not always being totally honest and forthcoming about doctrines
espoused by the Church” (p. 49 n. 32). Shall we also accuse mathematicians of not always being totally honest and forthcoming when they
refrain from teaching sixth graders the principles of calculus? Are
chemists dishonest when they describe atoms to their beginning chemistry students as planets (electrons) rotating around a star (nucleus),
completely failing to mention the particle wave duality of electrons
and the fact that the electrons’ locations are best described by a probability function—concepts students will understand only after considerable additional education?
Further, Anderson betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of
the nature of the Holy Ghost. He states:
LDS doctrine, then, teaches that God the Father and Jesus
Christ are literally two individual men with physical bodies.
These bodies are described as being similar to ours in shape
and in size. As such, God the Father and Jesus Christ occupy
a finite amount of space. The Holy Ghost, though, is a spirit,
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and through means not described in detail apparently can
permeate space. (p. 50)
Actually, Latter-day Saint doctrine teaches that the Holy Ghost is
a personage of spirit. It is also clear in Latter-day Saint doctrine that a
personage of spirit cannot permeate space. A personage of spirit occupies a specific physical space every bit as much as a person of flesh and
bones, as shown by Christ’s great revelation to the brother of Jared in
which he showed him his spirit body (see Ether 3:16). This spirit body
was the same size and shape as his physical body. Anderson confuses
the physical location of God (or the Holy Ghost) with his influence.
The light of Christ is indeed understood to permeate all space (D&C
88:7–12), despite the fact that Christ himself occupies a finite space.
Similarly, the Holy Ghost can influence people across the earth without his spirit body actually being present.
According to Anderson, Latter-day Saint doctrine proclaims that
God and Christ (and indeed all resurrected beings) have physical bodies that exist within our universe. Anderson uses the doctrine of the
physical nature of God and the finite dimensions of his brain to theorize that a brain of this finite dimension could not possibly be omniscient because of the impossibility of storing that much information in
so small a space. Even granting the possibility of a planet-sized Urim
and Thummim to aid God in storing information (referencing D&C
130:1–10), Anderson insists that this is insufficient storage space for all
knowledge. He thus believes that he has demonstrated the impossibility of the Latter-day Saint concept of God. Personally, I am unwilling
to take the position that I understand enough about every possible
realm of existence and every possible method used by God to know
all things to make this rash claim. It seems the ultimate arrogance for
man to assume that because he cannot comprehend how such a thing
could be, given his understanding of the universe, such a thing cannot be.
It is true that God is a physical being, according to the Latterday Saint doctrine of God, but it is also true that Latter-day Saints
believe that God is a spiritual being and that he has a glory far beyond
that comprehensible to mortal man. Indeed the glory of God is such
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that mortal man cannot survive his presence without a quickening
or translation from his current state (see Moses 1:2, 9–11). Anderson
never addresses this part of Latter-day Saint theology but instead
assumes that God’s body consists of nothing more than standard protons, electrons, and neutrons, of which we have a relatively complete
understanding.
The final twenty pages of the third chapter are devoted to a fairly
detailed discussion of quantum mechanics and the Heisenberg uncertainty principle. Briefly, this principle states that a particle’s momentum and position cannot both be known precisely at a given instant
and that there is an inherent uncertainty in these values that is not
the result of our inability to measure precisely, but rather a property
of matter in our universe. This discussion is all fairly standard physics and would not likely be disputed by any Latter-day Saint scientist.
However, Anderson then uses the Heisenberg principle as proof that
God cannot possibly know all things. “Quantum physics prohibits it.
Deterministic nonlinear chaos prohibits it. This represents, I think,
one of the most significant conflicts between Mormon doctrine and
modern science” (p. 74).
Anderson is really stretching here. He ignores the Latter-day Saint
belief that there is a whole realm of spiritual existence beyond the
measuring capabilities of mortal man-made devices. How does spirit
matter (D&C 131:7–8), for example, interact with physical matter?
What does “the glory of God” mean in a scientific sense? What sorts
of laws govern spirit matter and spirit beings? It is illogical to postulate that the Latter-day Saint concept of an omniscient God is impossible because he has a physical nature and the laws of physics prohibit
all things being known, while ignoring the Latter-day Saint concept
of the spiritual nature of all things. It fails to account for all the data
and thus goes against the very philosophy with which Anderson is so
enamored. If Latter-day Saint theology stated that there is nothing in
the universe beyond that which our senses can detect, then Anderson
might have grounds for his argument. But that is not the case. Latterday Saint belief in a spirit realm beyond our physical realm and senses
can be neither proved nor disproved using scientific methods. A
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Latter-day Saint scientist will seek to use the scientific method to better understand the physical universe and leave the spiritual realm to
other methods.
Mormonism and Astronomy
Much of chapter 4 is devoted to Anderson’s interpretation of
astronomy in Abraham 3 and the possibility of extraterrestrial life.
Latter-day Saints believe that God has created numerous other worlds
besides the earth and has placed his children upon them. Anderson
describes the attempts scientists on earth have made to detect extraterrestrial life and suggests: “If there really are extraterrestrials out
there, and they are transmitting electromagnetic radiation into space,
we ought to be able to detect them” (p. 108). He further affirms that
“intelligent life should be able to spread through the universe on a
timescale that’s short compared with the life of the universe. So if
there’s intelligent life somewhere, it should be everywhere, and we
should have met or heard from them by now. So the fact that, after all
our searching, we haven’t contacted extraterrestrials suggests strongly
that there are none” (p. 109).
This is a very bold statement resting solely on conjecture. Many
scientists have argued that we are unlikely to encounter extraterrestrials simply because the distances between stars are so vast as to make
interstellar travel impractical. Anderson also fails to take into account
the length of time that would be required for signals from extraterrestrials to reach the earth. There could well be civilizations such as
ours sending electromagnetic signals off into space as we are, but if
their technology was acquired more recently in time than they are
light-years away, we wouldn’t be able to detect them yet. To state, as
Anderson does, that the fact that we haven’t yet contacted other civilizations from other worlds strongly suggests that they don’t exist seems
premature.
Anderson attacks the Book of Abraham because of its focus on
the rates of rotation of heavenly bodies (see, for example, Abraham
3:4–10) and because it calls bodies with slower rotations greater than

18 • The FARMS Review 18/2 (2006)

those with more rapid rotations. He even carries the argument to
man-made satellites:
It’s easy to make a satellite artificially, for example, that
does not rotate at all. In fact, the Hubble space telescope is
such a satellite. For very precise astronomical observations it
must point directly at a particular part of the sky with exact
precision (without rotating) while its instruments image stars
and galaxies. Using Joseph Smith’s criterion, which equates
greatness with slow rotation, we’d have the odd conclusion
that such a satellite would be greater than the greatest star in
the universe. (p. 111)
Aside from the fact that Anderson is stretching the analogy here, since
the Book of Abraham is speaking of the creations of God, not of man,
he really doesn’t even have the science right. The Hubble telescope
Web site reveals that the telescope is hardly stationary in space. The
Hubble site discusses the difficulty of keeping the telescope pointed in
the direction of interest:
Imagine trying to take a picture of someone from a seat
on a moving Ferris wheel. You’d have a hard time keeping
that person in the camera’s field of view. Astronomers using
Hubble have to take this concept to the extreme. Their “camera” is revolving around Earth at 17,500 mph . . . and the Earth
is moving around the Sun at 67,000 mph.10
The telescope is thus constantly being adjusted to compensate for its
rapid revolution around the earth, and the analogy, already tortured,
simply falls apart.
Anderson never really addresses what the Book of Abraham may
mean when referring to some heavenly bodies being greater than others. While it does connect rate of revolution with greatness, it doesn’t
really spell out what that means, other than the rate of revolution or
the reckoning of time. The Book of Abraham refers to the moon (the
10. See hubblesite.org/sci.d.tech/team_hubble/operations/ops3.shtml (accessed 22 August
2006).
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lesser light to rule the night) as being “above or greater than that upon
which thou standest in point of reckoning, for it moveth in order more
slow” (Abraham 3:5). It isn’t clear exactly what the Book of Abraham
means regarding greatness other than what it spells out—the rate of
revolution and therefore the reckoning of time on a celestial body.
Anderson insists on a reading that is not obvious from the text and
interprets it in a way that makes it look as bad as possible for the
Latter-day Saint scriptures.11
Mormonism and Geology
Anderson explains what science has discovered about the history
of the earth and its origins and then contrasts this with his understanding of Latter-day Saint doctrine. Again, his argument isn’t so
much with Mormonism here as it is with anyone who believes the
book of Genesis to be a literal account of the creation of the earth.
Anderson’s actual argument is with his own literal interpretation of
Latter-day Saint scriptures and his own application of that interpretation as broadly or as narrowly as he chooses.
For example, Anderson provides a table comparing the creation
accounts from the Book of Moses and the Book of Abraham and discusses aspects of them (p. 120). He claims that
One of the first things the astute reader notices in the crea
tion accounts of Moses and Abraham is the lack of internal
logical consistency. For example, Abraham 4:1–2 says:
“And then the Lord said: Let us go down. And they went
down at the beginning, and they, that is the Gods, organized
and formed the heavens and the earth. And the earth, after
it was formed, was empty and desolate, because they had not
formed anything but the earth; and darkness reigned upon
11. For some Latter-day Saint viewpoints on the concepts of astronomy as taught
in the Book of Abraham, see John Gee, William J. Hamblin, and Daniel C. Peterson,
“‘And I Saw the Stars’: The Book of Abraham and Ancient Geocentric Astronomy,” and
Michael D. Rhodes and J. Ward Moody, “Astronomy and the Creation in the Book of
Abraham,” both in Astronomy, Papyrus, and Covenant, ed. John Gee and Brian M.
Hauglid (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2005), 1–36.
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the face of the deep, and the Spirit of the Gods was brooding
upon the face of the waters.”
Notice that, in verse 1, the gods are depicted as organizing the heavens and the Earth, and in verse 2 the argument
is given that the Earth was “empty and desolate” because the
God’s [sic] had not “formed anything but the earth.” Yet the
story had just described that the heavens had been organized,
and Facsimile 2 states the [sic] Kolob was the first creation
(not Earth), so the story, and its sequence of events, is inconsistent. (p. 121)
The inconsistency here is entirely of Anderson’s making, based completely on his reading of the scripture. Should we really insist that the
account of the creation of this earth in Abraham 4 (as it clearly is from
the remainder of the chapter) has anything to do with the creation
of the rest of the universe? Does the statement “And the earth, after
it was formed, was empty and desolate, because they had not formed
anything but the earth” necessarily apply to the entire universe? The
sentence itself indicates that it is only referring to the earth.
It is often quite helpful to look at other scriptures when attempting to understand which interpretation of a particular passage makes
the most sense. The Book of Moses gives an account of Moses’s vision
of the earth’s history and of a conversation Moses had with God. The
Lord told Moses,
And worlds without number have I created. . . . But only
an account of this earth, and the inhabitants thereof, give I
unto you. For behold, there are many worlds that have passed
away by the word of my power. And there are many that now
stand, and innumerable are they unto man. (Moses 1:33, 35)
Here God clearly specifies that this earth is neither the first nor the
last of his creations. This is consistent with Abraham’s placing the
creation of Kolob prior to that of this earth and with the understanding that the creation account given in Abraham 4 describes only the
creation of this earth. The inconsistency only comes with Anderson’s
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insistence that a verse describing the creation of the earth is really
describing the creation of the universe.
There have been many attempts both by Latter-day Saints and
other believers in Genesis to reconcile the scriptural account of the
creation with the theories of science. None, as far as I am concerned,
has been completely successful. One problem may be that they are
trying to assign to the scriptures the same strictly literal chronological
precision demanded by science, a claim that the scriptures themselves
do not necessarily maintain.
Mormonism and Biology
Anderson’s argument in this chapter is not so much with Mor
monism but with creationism—the belief that God had a hand in creating the earth and its inhabitants. While he specifically attacks anyone who doesn’t fully accept the theory of evolution, his implication is
that anyone who believes in God is quite ignorant of science.
As is typical in this book, Anderson fails to engage in any meaningful way thoughtful scientists, whether Latter-day Saint or not,
who believe in the existence of God and that God played an active
part in the creation of the world and the life thereon. As with other
chapters, Anderson spends most of his time giving a primer on one
aspect of science (in this case evolution and the structure of DNA) and
then contrasting that with statements from various Latter-day Saint
General Authorities.
Anderson prefers the theory of evolution to explain life on the
earth in all its complexity and goes into some detail to explain why
the diversity of life is consistent with the theory of evolution as it
has developed over the past century or so. Where I believe Anderson
makes his mistake is that, along with thousands of atheistic scientists
like him, he assumes that because it is possible to explain life on the
earth through the theory of evolution, without bringing God into the
equation, this is the only or even the best explanation. While creative
evolutionists have come up with various naturalistic reasons why these
types of changes occurred, there is nothing to prove that God didn’t
have a hand in the direction and magnitude of these changes. The
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problem is that the naturalistic evolutionist begins with the premise
that all changes in nature are explainable by natural laws, without the
need to invoke the divine. Thus, any explanation proffered will naturally exclude any type of divine intervention. But in the end, all that
remains is a theory developed to explain a set of observations. There
is no proof, and likely none possible, to show that God did or did not
direct the development of species.
Anderson himself admits that not all of the details of the theory of
evolution have been filled in:
While the general forces that drive evolution are understood,
factual, and non-controversial, there are many details that
apply to local situations, and are not fully understood or
agreed upon. Roughly 100 years after Darwin we are still
working through the details of exactly what the theory of evolution is all about. (p. 217)
After saying this, Anderson goes on to bolster the theory of evolution
by observing that virtually all scientists believe it to be correct, despite
disagreements on the particulars, and thereby seems to anticipate any
potential detractor’s arguments that there are holes in the theory. That
said, it still appears to me that belief in the theory of evolution requires
a certain faith. All the answers are not yet there. The evolutionist simply has faith that they will be there some day.
In the end, I cannot accept the atheistic assertion that there is no
ultimate purpose to life and that the wondrous diversity of life we see
all about us, and indeed in mankind itself, is simply a chance occurrence of randomly changing DNA molecules. I cannot accept that the
beauties and glories of life are simply due to some fortunate combination of molecules under the right circumstances. Anderson cites as
evidence against divine direction such examples as junk DNA—DNA
that appears to be left over from previous evolutionary processes and
that no longer serves any useful purpose. While that is certainly one
possible explanation or conclusion that could be drawn, is it really the
only one? Anderson makes final pronouncements on topics such as
evolution, while at the same time recognizing that the picture is still
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incomplete. He presumes that if he can’t think of a good reason for
God to act in a certain way, there must be no God at all.
Mormonism and Archaeology
In my opinion, this chapter is the weakest in the book. Much of
Anderson’s dispute with Mormonism is dependent on his broad (geographical and temporal) reading of certain Book of Mormon passages.
For example, he claims that
The idea of America as a promised land, reserved exclusively for those who worship Jesus Christ and preserved as
an inheritance for God’s chosen people, is a fundamental and
persistent theme throughout the Book of Mormon. [Ether
2:9–12 is then quoted.] (p. 225)
This seems rather an odd statement since the Book of Mormon itself
describes many people who do not worship Jesus Christ but who
inhabited the continent nonetheless. As a matter of fact, it claims that,
with the destruction of the Nephites, none save Moroni (and perhaps
the three Nephites) is known to worship Christ. Since the Book of
Mormon places the destruction of any in the Western Hemisphere
who claimed to be Christian at around ad 400, we have at least an
additional 1100 years prior to the coming of Christians to the New
World during which distinctly non-Christian peoples possessed the
whole of the Americas.
Another broad reading leads Anderson to state,
According to the Book of Mormon, the ancient American
continent was populated by three different migrations of people who traveled by ship from the Old World to the western
hemisphere. (p. 225)
While it is certainly true that the Book of Mormon identifies only
these three groups specifically as coming to the Western Hemisphere,
it by no means declares that these groups were exclusive—that they
were the only peoples ever to come to the Americas anciently. The
Book of Mormon is essentially silent regarding others whom the
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Jaredites, Mulekites, and Lehites might have found once they arrived.
However, several scholars have pointed out passages in the text of the
Book of Mormon that suggest the presence of others.12 Book of Mormon
descriptions of early wars when the Lehite population couldn’t have
consisted of more than a hundred or so adults, of people seeking riches,
of polygamous relationships in Jacob’s day, and of Sherem’s apparent
lack of acquaintance with Jacob all speak of a larger population than
could have been derived from Lehi’s group.
In his discussion of the journeys of the Jaredites, Anderson conflates the accounts of their travels through the Old World with their
journey to the New.
Upon entering their boats for the yearlong trip to the
Promised Land, the people brought aboard all sorts of plants
and animals from the Old World:
“And it came to pass that Jared and his brother, and their
families, and also the friends of Jared and his brother and their
families, went down into the valley which was northward,
(and the name of the valley was Nimrod, being called after
the mighty hunter) with their flocks which they had gathered
together, male and female, of every kind. And they did also lay
snares and catch fowls of the air; and they did also prepare a
vessel, in which they did carry with them the fish of the waters.
And they did also carry with them deseret, which, by interpretation, is a honey bee; and thus they did carry with them
swarms of bees, and all manner of that which was upon the face
of the land, seeds of every kind” (Ether 2:1–3). (p. 227)
The problem with this citation is that it is not a description of what
the Jaredites took with them to the New World but what they took as
they journeyed across the Old. Ether 2:5–6 gives a brief description of
these travels (most assume across Asia):
12. See, for example, John L. Sorenson, “When Lehi’s Party Arrived in the Land, Did
They Find Others There?” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 1/1 (1992): 1–34.
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And it came to pass that the Lord commanded them that
they should go forth into the wilderness, yea, into that quarter
where there never had man been. And it came to pass that the
Lord did go before them, and did talk with them as he stood
in a cloud, and gave directions whither they should travel.
And it came to pass that they did travel in the wilderness,
and did build barges, in which they did cross many waters, being
directed continually by the hand of the Lord. (Ether 2:5–6)
While they travel across many bodies of water in this journey, they do
not cross the ocean. When verse 13 picks the narrative back up, the
Jaredites have arrived at the seashore, where they spend four years:
And now I proceed with my record; for behold, it came to
pass that the Lord did bring Jared and his brethren forth even
to that great sea which divideth the lands. And as they came
to the sea they pitched their tents; and they called the name
of the place Moriancumer; and they dwelt in tents, and dwelt
in tents upon the seashore for the space of four years. (Ether
2:13)
It is only after their four-year sojourn on the seashore that they
build additional boats to take them on their journey to the New World;
these boats are compared to the barges that they had previously built,
to which Anderson wrongly refers as submarines. (That they could be
submerged under waves without sinking is true, but they are actually
described as being “light upon the water” Ether 2:16.)
When Moroni finally gets back to the narrative of the Jaredites
following his account of the brother of Jared’s encounter with the
Savior, he gives a somewhat different description of what they took in
the barges to cross the ocean:
And it came to pass that when they had prepared all manner of food, that thereby they might subsist upon the water, and
also food for their flocks and herds, and whatsoever beast or
animal or fowl that they should carry with them—and it came
to pass that when they had done all these things they got aboard
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of their vessels or barges, and set forth into the sea, commending themselves unto the Lord their God. (Ether 6:4)
This passage does not mention their carrying the fish or honeybees
that they had carried in the Old World. While it could be argued that
this is a minor point of error, I believe it is symptomatic of Anderson’s
careless reading of the scriptures (he exhibited similar sloppiness in
his reading of Doctrine and Covenants 76 regarding the sons of perdition, as discussed above).
Anderson insists on Book of Mormon inconsistency when it is
actually only his flawed reading of the text that leads to the contradiction. He claims:
Lehi’s comments in 2 Nephi 1 also illustrate a point of
logical inconsistency in the Book of Mormon, for although
Lehi clearly states that the land had been kept “as yet” from
other nations when he and his family arrived, Joseph Smith’s
later inclusion of the Jaredite nation (inserted out of sequence
near the end of the Book of Mormon) clearly has the Jaredite
nation hidden somewhere on the American continent when
Lehi landed there. The confusion, no doubt, resulted from the
elapsed time between Smith’s dictation of Lehi landing, and
his later decision to include the account of the Jaredites arriving from the Tower of Babel. (p. 230)
Anderson’s reading and assumptions are simply flawed here.
Nothing in Lehi’s statements about the promised land require inclusion of the entire Western Hemisphere, any more than the Israelite’s
promised land of necessity included all of Europe, Asia, and Africa.
It is rather unlikely that Lehi had any concept of the extent of the
American continents when he arrived. The fact that there was a
Jaredite nation some hundreds of miles to the north of his landing site
does not negate his statements regarding the land that his family was
to occupy. Certainly people have read Lehi’s statements as being inclusive of all of North and South America, but that, like the hemispherical model for the Book of Mormon lands is simply not supported by
the text. Throughout the Book of Mormon, a careful reading of the

Anderson, Farewell to Eden (Bennett) • 27

text reveals that the “lands” that Nephite prophets describe can be
no more than around two hundred miles wide and several hundred
miles long. There is nothing to suggest that the Nephite writers had a
continental concept in mind when writing.
Anderson’s assumption that Joseph Smith somehow forgot about
the prophecies of Lehi when composing the book of Ether seems difficult to reconcile with the fact that while Joseph was allegedly forgetting whole chapters of prophecy regarding the New World, he managed to accurately recall dozens of geographical features of Nephite
and Lamanite lands, all the time keeping them consistent with one
another in terms of name, direction, elevation, and distance.
Anderson further compounds his misreading by dreaming up
another explanation for this apparent inconsistency.
An alternate explanation is that Smith inserted the story
about the Jaredites because he’d realized he’d made a mistake in 2 Nephi. According to the Book of Mormon, when
Lehi and his family arrived in the Promised Land there is the
implication that they found domesticated animals:
“And it came to pass that we did find upon the land of
promise, as we journeyed in the wilderness, that there were
beasts in the forests of every kind, both the cow and the ox,
and the ass and the horse, and the goat and the wild goat, and
all manner of wild animals, which were for the use of men.
. . .” (1 Nephi 18:25).
Notice that the Book of Mormon mentions both goats and
wild goats, which might imply that there were domesticated
animals that had gotten [loose] and were running around
when Lehi arrived in the Promised Land. Having realized
this earlier error, Smith may have invented the Jaredite nation
as a means of trying to fix the problem. Unfortunately, however, he forgot to go back and fix Lehi’s prophetic statement in
2 Nephi 1:8. (pp. 230–31, emphasis in original)
Again, any problems here are entirely of Anderson’s making and are
based on his insistence on reading Lehi’s prophecy as encompassing all
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time periods and an entire hemisphere. Like many other anti-Mormon
writers, he claims to see an error in the text by forcing a certain interpretation on it, and then attempts to read Joseph Smith’s motives for
writing the misread text.
First Nephi 18:25 has been used as evidence for the presence of
others in the Americas prior to Lehi’s arrival. Nothing in the Book of
Mormon precludes many people or nations in many parts of the Western
Hemisphere sharing the continent with the Lehites. Second Nephi 1:8
only speaks of the land being kept from the knowledge of other nations.
This prophecy doesn’t even preclude people from living in the land of
Lehi’s landing, only nations. Nothing in the text would prevent the
presence of people in villages possessing domesticated goats and losing
some into the wilderness. But, to Anderson, this perfectly reasonable
reading is at most a “long-shot” (p. 231 n. 118); the more likely explanation for him is that Joseph is simply covering up for earlier mistakes.
Anderson again errs in his basic ability to comprehend the text of
the Book of Mormon in discussing the languages used by the Book of
Mormon people.
The Book of Mormon also states that Lehi was able to read
the Brass Plates only because he could read Egyptian (Mosiah
1:3–4). This combined with the fact that the Book of Mormon
says the language of the people was preserved by the Brass
Plates establishes the Book of Mormon claim that the ancient
Americans used Egyptian. Later descriptions in the Book of
Mormon describe the ancient Americans also using Hebrew,
which illustrates yet another failure at internal consistency
within the Book of Mormon, since the Book of Mormon is quite
specific that the language which was preserved was the same as
on the Brass Plates, which was Egyptian. (p. 233 n. 121)
Let’s see what the Book of Mormon actually says and whether
Anderson is accurate in his claim of inconsistency. Mosiah 1:3–4 states:
And he also taught them concerning the records which
were engraven on the plates of brass, saying: My sons, I would
that ye should remember that were it not for these plates,
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which contain these records and these commandments, we
must have suffered in ignorance, even at this present time, not
knowing the mysteries of God.
For it were not possible that our father, Lehi, could have
remembered all these things, to have taught them to his children, except it were for the help of these plates; for he having been taught in the language of the Egyptians therefore he
could read these engravings, and teach them to his children,
that thereby they could teach them to their children, and so
fulfilling the commandments of God, even down to this present time.
Anderson fails to cite verse 2 in Mosiah 1, which asserts that King
Benjamin “caused that they [his three sons] should be taught in all the
language of his fathers, that thereby they might become men of understanding; and that they might know concerning the prophecies which
had been spoken by the mouths of their fathers, which were delivered
them by the hand of the Lord.” Although not explicitly stated, this
verse actually implies that the “language of their fathers”—presumably
Hebrew or Egyptian—was not the common language of the Nephites at
this time, some 470 years after Lehi left Jerusalem. It appears that they
had to undergo special training (caused to be taught) in this language
so they could understand the prophecies that had been written.
Anderson’s statement that “the Book of Mormon claim[s] that the
ancient Americans used Egyptian” is too broad and nonspecific. It
would be better to assert that the Book of Mormon claims that some
ancient Americans (possibly a rather small class of nobles in a relatively small geographical region) wrote in a modified (reformed) form
of Egyptian.
The later verses to which Anderson is apparently alluding when
claiming inconsistency between Hebrew and Egyptian, even though
he doesn’t cite them, are Mormon 9:32–33:
And now, behold, we have written this record according
to our knowledge, in the characters which are called among
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us the reformed Egyptian, being handed down and altered by
us, according to our manner of speech.
And if our plates had been sufficiently large we should
have written in Hebrew; but the Hebrew hath been altered by
us also; and if we could have written in Hebrew, behold, ye
would have had no imperfection in our record.
I’m searching to find the “yet another failure at internal consistency
within the Book of Mormon” that Anderson is claiming here. He seems
to confound language with script. The verses in Mormon 9 describe two
forms of script used by the Nephite record keepers—reformed Egyptian
and Hebrew (also modified). It actually says nothing of the language
used. It is also not unprecedented, nor even unusual, for the educated class of a people to be bilingual. It appears that in Anderson’s
mind if someone knows Egyptian, or at least how to write using the
reformed Egyptian script, it is impossible or inconsistent that he also
knows how to write using the Hebrew script. The meaning of the
text is quite clear—Mormon had the option of writing his record in
either reformed Egyptian or Hebrew, and he chose reformed Egyptian
because it apparently required less space on the plates. There actually
is no inconsistency, regardless of Anderson’s claims.
Anti-Mormons have frequently attacked the Book of Mormon
for its claim of coins in the ancient Americas at a time when there
apparently were no such things.13 Apparently aware that numerous
Latter-day Saint commentators have noted that the Book of Mormon
text never uses the word coin, despite the chapter heading of Alma 11,
Anderson still insists that the Book of Mormon peoples were described
as using coins.
Alma, chapter 11, describes metal coins made of gold and
silver. Although the Book of Mormon does not use the word
“coin,” it is clear from the context. For example, verse 4 begins:
13. See, for example, John Ankerberg and John Weldon, Everything You Ever Wanted
to Know about Mormonism (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 1992), 285–86. This particular
anti-Mormon book was reviewed by Daniel C. Peterson in Review of Books on the Book of
Mormon 5 (1993): 1–86, with a brief discussion on coins in the Book of Mormon on p. 55.
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“Now these are the names of the different pieces of their gold,
and of their silver, according to their value . . .” (p. 240 n. 125)
Actually, though, nothing here suggests that these pieces of gold and
silver were anything more than that—pieces of gold and silver. Nothing
indicates that they were minted coins—rounded and flat pieces of metal
with inscriptions stamped or engraved on them. This is all in Anderson’s
imagination.
The Book of Mormon makes no sweeping claims of the type
Anderson seems wont to make. It does not state that “the ancient
American continent was populated by three different migrations of
people”—at least not exclusively, as seems to be implied by Anderson
here. Later, Anderson explicitly claims that “in summary, the Book of
Mormon describes ancient America as a land kept apart and reserved
exclusively for the Christians that God led to the land” (p. 241). Since
the Lamanites and even the Jaredites, for that matter, are certainly not
Christians for most of their history (nor are the Mulekites, since they
spent several hundred years with no teachings of God), Anderson’s
interpretation of the scripture is far too narrow and is simply inconsistent with the text. Anderson does not seem to allow for the possibility that God could lead people to the promised land without requiring
that they be Christian. He seems to insist on this narrow interpretation of the scripture so he can claim that all the people of ancient
America must be Christian or else the Book of Mormon is false.
Anderson spends twenty pages describing current scientific understanding of the history of man in the Western Hemisphere. (I presume
that his summary is accurate, although I’m not an expert in this field;
given his propensity to misread the Book of Mormon, I’m not sure how
valid my presumption is.) There really isn’t anything here that argues
against the Book of Mormon. He then tries to compare his summary
history of the Americas before Columbus with the Book of Mormon,
but he fails to engage seriously any of the substantial body of literature
on the subject, choosing rather to misrepresent it and then dismiss it
almost out of hand. He never actually interacts with the Latter-day
Saint scholars who have studied both Mesoamerican archaeology
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and history and the Book of Mormon, such as John Sorenson or John
Clark.
For example, he states:
Some apologists place the Book of Mormon lands in Central
America [so far, so good]. These arguments as they relate to the
narrow neck of land are especially ad hoc and unconvincing.
[How about actually engaging the arguments instead of simply
dismissing them? Show us why they are unconvincing.] Some
apologists have tried to associate various Amerindian civilizations, such as the Maya, with the Nephites, but the dates don’t
match up. The Maya were established in the Americas before
the Book of Mormon says Lehi arrived, they are not Hebrews
from Jerusalem, and their language . . . is not related to Hebrew
or Egyptian. (p. 271)
It would be helpful if Anderson could show where any of the
more scholarly treatments of a Mesoamerican setting for the Book of
Mormon made any of these claims that he seems to be attributing to
them. Is Anderson claiming, because he can apparently find at least
one (unspecified) person who thinks the Mayas were Nephites, that all
proposals about how the Book of Mormon fits into a Mesoamerican
setting are therefore false? This seems to be the implication. In fact,
though, scholars such as Sorenson explicitly address possible interactions between Lehites and Mayas. And their discussions bear little
resemblance to the simplistic and rather simple-minded caricature
that Anderson supplies on their behalf.
Anderson claims that the civilizations of Mesoamerica during
Book of Mormon times do not look like the civilizations described
by the Book of Mormon, yet he fails to engage those Latter-day Saint
scholars who suggest that the two actually correspond quite closely.
He has failed to consider a large body of scholarship on this topic,
particularly that of John Sorenson in An Ancient American Setting for
the Book of Mormon and more recently of John Clark in the Journal of
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Book of Mormon Studies.14 These scholars go into great detail to show
how the culture and geography of the Book of Mormon match well
with what we know of Mesoamerican societies at that time. Rather
than engage these types of scholarly arguments, Anderson takes the
rather bizarre course of comparing Book of Mormon peoples to the
Romans, using as evidence the paintings of Arnold Friberg: “So clear
is the Roman imagery in the Book of Mormon that Mormon artists
have inadvertently captured it in brilliant paintings. Among the bestknown LDS painters is Arnold Friberg” (p. 260). Anderson describes
Friberg’s paintings, noting the heavy musculature on the Friberg men
and then drawing the extraordinary conclusion that “except for the
dark skins of the stripling warriors (who were Lamanites) the painting looks very much as Joseph Smith might have imagined a legion of
Roman soldiers marching off to battle” (p. 262).
The idea that Joseph Smith imagined the Nephites as Romans is
completely an invention of Anderson’s mind. Anderson created a table
comparing Rome with the Nephites (p. 261), apparently to show the
connections between the two civilizations, although many of his connections are tenuous to the point of absurdity. For example, he suggests
that a significant parallel between the two is the fact that Rome was
attacked and pillaged by the Gauls and that the Nephites were attacked
by Lamanites and plagued by Gadianton robbers. Rome had wars and
the Nephites had wars. But so did Paris, Athens, London, Peking,
Jerusalem, and virtually every other city or state that has existed for
centuries. What exactly is the point? Anderson’s chart also notes that
food staples for both civilizations were wheat and barley. These are
certainly not unique to the Roman Empire. They were staples across
Europe. How do wheat and barley tie the story of the Nephites to the
14. John L. Sorenson, An Ancient American Setting for the Book of Mormon (Salt Lake
City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1985); John E. Clark, “Archaeology, Relics, and Book
of Mormon Belief,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 14/2 (2005): 38–49. See John L.
Sorenson, “Viva Zapato! Hurray for the Shoe,” Review of Books on the Book of Mormon
6/1 (1994): 297–361; Sorenson, Mormon’s Map (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2000); John E. Clark,
“Archaeological Trends and the Book of Mormon Origins,” BYU Studies 44/4 (2005):
83–104; and Matthew Roper, “Limited Geography and the Book of Mormon: Historical
Antecedents and Early Interpretations,” FARMS Review 16/2 (2004): 225–76.
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Roman Empire specifically? Anderson somehow finds significance in
the fact that both civilizations had silk. But so did the Chinese. Why
isn’t Nephite civilization compared with China? This is a strange table
that Anderson has assembled in an attempt to show parallels between
Nephite and Roman civilizations. Many of the examples are not parallels at all, and the others could apply equally to many ancient civilizations. Moreover, Anderson once again completely fails to engage
Latter-day Saint scholars such as Sorenson (and more recently Clark)
who have written extensively on parallels between Book of Mormon
and Mesoamerican societies.
Anderson discusses what some view as archaeological evidences
for the Book of Mormon and accepts none of them as valid, arguing
that any and all things mentioned in the Book of Mormon would be
what a nineteenth-century author would naturally imagine ancient
America to be like, including the presence of cement (see Helaman
3:7) and the people being descendants of Hebrews.15
One example that Anderson cites of Latter-day Saint apologists
using recent archaeological discoveries to support the Book of Mor
mon is the location on the Arabian Peninsula of a candidate for the
river Lehi (presumably he means the river Laman). Anderson dismisses this discovery as trivial—“why would we expect a 19th-century
writer not to imagine a river in Arabia?” (p. 268). Anderson notes, just
to throw in a little more doubt, that its verification is still lacking. One
wonders what sort of verification he is talking about—verification that
the river is there? Certainly photos of the river verify that it is there.
Does he mean verification that the river is actually the river Laman?
This is impossible without a twenty-six-hundred-year-old inscription saying, “Lehi was here with his two recalcitrant sons Laman and
Lemuel and his two good kids Nephi and Sam.” Of course, Anderson
never troubles himself to try to find out what nineteenth-century
authors might have thought about Arabian rivers. But he goes on to
15. On cement, see John L. Sorenson, “How Could Joseph Smith Write So Accurately
about Ancient American Civilization?” in Echoes and Evidences of the Book of Mormon,
ed. Donald W. Parry, Daniel C. Peterson, and John W. Welch (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2002),
287–88; and “Concrete Evidence for the Book of Mormon,” in Reexploring the Book of
Mormon, ed. John W. Welch (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 2002), 212–14.
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criticize the candidate for the river Laman, presumably that identified
by George Potter, though he never references Potter’s work.16
Anderson continues his criticisms of proposed Book of Mormon
geographies:
In all these attempts to find support for the Book of Mor
mon, there are always some details—hundreds of them,
actually—that don’t add up. If the geography can be shoehorned
into the Book of Mormon’s description, the civilizations and
dates don’t come even close. If the dates can be shoehorned
into agreement by ignoring what the Book of Mormon says,
and hypothesizing pre-Lehites that are specifically rejected by
the description in 2 Nephi 1, the geography and specific details
of the civilizations (their foods, animals, etc.) don’t agree. What
we are left with is something of a hodgepodge of explanations
that lack any coherent, unifying or consistent theme among
them, and disagree in almost every detail with the scientific
evidence. (p. 272)
It is clear that Anderson has done at least some reading of current
Latter-day Saint scholarship on the topic of Book of Mormon geography
and cultural connections to ancient Americans. However, his summary of
it is virtually unrecognizable. Once again, Anderson fails to engage LDS
scholarship in any meaningful way. He interprets 2 Nephi 1 as requiring the American continents to be empty at Lehi’s arrival (although this
interpretation is explicitly contradicted by the presence of the Mulekites
and Jaredites) and then dismisses any argument that requires pre-Lehites.
Since Anderson never does address or reference Sorenson, Clark, Gardner,
or any other Latter-day Saint scholar’s work explicitly, it is difficult to tell
which portion he finds so scientifically untenable.
Anderson does manage to misread a passage from the Encyclopedia
of Mormonism. In a discussion on horses, an ever-favorite target of opponents of the Book of Mormon, Anderson cites the Encyclopedia thus:
16. See George D. Potter, “A New Candidate in Arabia for the ‘Valley of Lemuel,’”
Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 8/1 (1999): 54–63.
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Book of Mormon mention of horses in pre-Columbian
America has drawn much criticism, and no definitive answer
to this question is at present available. Linguistic data suggest
that Book of Mormon “horse” need not refer to equus, but
could indicate some other quadruped suitable for human riding, as Mesoamerican art suggests (Sorenson, 1985, p. 295).
(p. 273)
He then argues:
This is an extremely specious argument for a number of
reasons. First of all, there is no “linguistic data” at all. No
known ancient American language is a derivative of Hebrew
or Egyptian, which are the languages the Book of Mormon
claims were used by the ancient Nephites.
Anderson here misunderstands the point that the encyclopedia is trying to make. It doesn’t state that the linguistic data refers to the Nephite’s
language, to Hebrew, or to Egyptian. The argument that has been made by
several Latter-day Saint authors is that there is evidence from other studies
that the names of animals don’t always translate well between languages
and that history shows that explorers tend to name newly discovered animals after the names of animals with which they are familiar.17 Examples
that have been given include the Greeks naming an animal that was new
to them a “river horse” (hippopotamus), even though it has no connection
to a horse. The native Americans apparently called the Spaniards’ horses
“deer that men ride.”18 The linguistic argument rests on how names of
animals translate between languages, and the existence of Hebrew or
(reformed) Egyptian in the Americas is irrelevant to the argument.
Anderson goes on: “Second, the Book of Mormon says the ancient
Americans were Hebrews who sailed to the Americas about 600 bce. As
such, they would have known what a horse is. In such circumstances, if
they found an animal like a horse, the convention would be for a qualifier
on the term, and not to simply use the naked word ‘horse’ ” (p. 273). To
17. See Daniel C. Peterson and Matthew Roper, “Ein Heldenleben? On Thomas Stuart
Ferguson as an Elias for Cultural Mormons,” FARMS Review 16/1 (2004): 202–4.
18. See Sorenson, Ancient American Setting, 295–96.
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what “convention” does Anderson refer? Is he simply imagining what an
ancient explorer would do? Did all ancient explorers go to explorer school
so they could be sure to follow the standard convention when they found
new animals? I suspect Anderson uses this insistence on a qualifier to
argue that the hippopotamus analogy is invalid here because it was called
a “river horse” as opposed to simply a “horse.”
Another of Anderson’s arguments against the Latter-day Saint position is that since the Book of Mormon is supposed to be an inspired
translation, God would not allow translation errors to creep into the
text. I always find it interesting when atheists purport to know what God
would or would not do. Why is God required to be taxonomically precise, according to current conventions, when aiding in the translation of
a sacred record?
Statistics Relating Mormonism and Science
In this final chapter, Anderson takes sixteen pages to attempt to refute
the teachings that he claims to have received as a young boy that
Mormons are the most scientific people on the Earth. This
was a natural thing, of course, given the belief that all scientific achievements are the result of the Latter-day Saints who
have brought the restoration to the Earth. The resulting flood
of God’s spirit fills not only the Saints, but also all people. As
proof of this, my teachers would point to statistical studies
showing that Utah produces more scientists than any other
state in the Union. What more proof could someone ask, than
to see the state of Deseret leading the nation, even the world, in
the discovery of God’s truth? These attitudes persist today, and
can be found on several pro-LDS Internet sites aimed at mollifying Mormons concerned over the increasingly obvious and
serious problems between science and their religion. Here is an
example from the Encyclopedia of Mormonism. (p. 294)
I particularly like Anderson’s reference here to the “state of Deseret,”
rather than calling it Utah. Is this an attempt to put Utah back into a
nineteenth-century theocracy? The article Anderson references cites
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research that makes three claims: (1) “A 1940 study established that Utah
led all other states in the number of scientific men born there in proportion to the population”; (2) “from 1920 to 1960 . . . Utah led all other states
by a wide margin in the proportion of its university graduates who eventually received doctoral degrees in science”; and (3) “unpublished research
indicates that this high productivity continued through the 1970s, though
Utah dropped to second place among the fifty.”19 While he attempts to
connect the two, the Encyclopedia of Mormonism does not make the claims
Anderson contends he was taught as a boy. It doesn’t say that Utah leads
the nation and the world in the discovery of God’s truth. It doesn’t say
that “all scientific achievements are the result of the Latter-day Saints who
have brought the restoration to the earth” (p. 294). Nor does it substantiate Anderson’s earlier claim that his Latter-day Saint instructors taught
him that “the Latter-day Saints directly or indirectly, were responsible for
every scientific advance” (p. 294). Since one can point out numerous scientific advancements—such as the printing press, Newton’s delineation
of the principles of physics, the development of calculus, and Galileo’s
development of the telescope—that occurred prior to the restoration of
the gospel, the claim that all advances came as a result of the restoration is
demonstrably incorrect for anyone with even the slightest understanding
of the history of science and technology. In any case, even if it is true that
the rate of scientific advancement has been greater since the restoration
than prior to it (a more reasonable claim for church members to make,
and one that I have heard), it is not the Latter-day Saints but rather God
who is responsible for this increase of knowledge, so individual Saints
have nothing to boast about.
Anderson discusses problems he finds in the studies cited by the
Encyclopedia of Mormonism article and some of the problems with the
use of statistics. His warnings are certainly good advice, and statistical
data should always be used cautiously and with an understanding of the
methods used to acquire it and their limitations. It is not clear, however,
that the warnings really apply to the articles cited in the Encyclopedia on
Mormonism, although Anderson certainly implies that the studies are
19. Robert L. Miller, “Science and Scientists,” in Encyclopedia of Mormonism,
3:1273.
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invalid. That said, Anderson’s discussion of the difference between correlated and causal relationships is right on the mark and is a lesson more
people need to understand.
My response to this whole chapter is—“So what?” So what if Anderson
shows that some of the teachings he claims to have received as a child were
overzealous and inaccurate regarding the accomplishments of Latterday Saint scientists? Other than the quotation from the Encyclopedia of
Mormonism, he never actually cites any statements by Latter-day Saint
scriptures, manuals, or authorities to back up the things he claims he was
taught. Even at that, the encyclopedia article does not make the claims
that Anderson says he heard as a child.
In summarizing his statistics, Anderson falls into the very trap he
so strongly suggests we avoid—he draws unsubstantiated conclusions.
Witness the penultimate summary paragraph from Anderson, after having shown a number of statistical studies suggesting that Utah does not
lead the nation in science education.
Reviewing all these data, we see that generally Utah has
average to slightly above-average statistics, though in some
important metrics regarding science education they are below
the median. This is consistent with a world view in which
truth and knowledge are respected, while maintaining a certain aloofness and wariness regarding the “wisdom of man.”
Within these data one can get a glimpse of the dual personality
within Mormonism, in the simultaneous desire for knowledge,
coupled with the all-important need to protect the literal myths
of Joseph Smith’s religion. (p. 309)
Again, Anderson is attempting to support his view of Mormonism
with statistics that do not say any such thing. The statistics, if accurately
portrayed by Anderson, simply show that Utah is somewhat above the
median in some educational metrics. They do not speak of a “dual personality within Mormonism” or demonstrate the worldview of a respect for
truth and knowledge while maintaining aloofness and wariness regarding the wisdom of man. Whether or not these things are true, Anderson
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is abusing the statistics in his attempt to correlate his view of Mormonism
with the results of these statistical studies.
Conclusion
Is it possible for a scientist to be a believing Latter-day Saint?
Anderson suggests that it is not, at least if the scientist is honest. I consider Henry Eyring to be an example that contradicts this point. It is
beyond dispute that Henry Eyring was a great scientist. He was one of
the most brilliant chemists this nation has ever produced, while at the
same time a most humble and likeable person. I believe that it is also
beyond dispute that he was a believing Latter-day Saint and that he was
honest about both his science and his belief. This single example alone
refutes Anderson’s absolute claim—and such examples could be multiplied many times over. I began this review of Anderson’s book with
a quotation from Dr. Eyring’s book Reflections of a Scientist. Duwayne
Anderson appears to me to fit Dr. Eyring’s description of people who
think they have “to be as smart as the Lord, understand[ing] everything, and hav[ing] no contradictions in their minds.” With humility
and faith instead of skepticism, Eyring addresses some of the topics
that Anderson discusses:
Questions involving the age of the earth, pre-Adamic man, or
organic evolution may seem to us to be interesting and important. However, I doubt that God thinks they matter enough
to have provided definitive explanations in our current scriptures. They will all receive adequate answers in due course.
Whatever the ultimate answers are, the gospel will remain,
and new questions will take the place of those we solve. For
me, the truth of the gospel does not hinge on such questions,
interesting as they are.20
On the other hand, the exact age of the earth is apparently
of so little import religiously that the scriptures sketch earth
history in only the briefest terms. The present heated religious
20. Eyring, Reflections of a Scientist, 51.
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controversies on the subject will undoubtedly be resolved in
time and will then appear as quaint as the medieval arguments on the shape of the earth seem to us now.
In my judgment, anyone who denies the orderly deposition of sediments with their built-in radioactive clocks places
himself in a scientifically untenable position. Actually, the
antiquity of the earth was no problem for two of our greatest Latter-day Saint leaders and scientists, John A. Widtsoe
and James E. Talmage. However, there are vast differences
in the training and background of members of the Church.
Therefore, I am completely content that there is room in the
Church for people who think that the periods of creation were
twenty-four hours, one thousand years, or millions of years. I
think it is fine to discuss these questions and for each individual to try to convert others to what he thinks is right. It is only
fair to warn parents and teachers that a young person is going
to face a very substantial body of scientific evidence supporting the earth’s age as millions of years, and that a young person might “throw the baby out with the bath” unless allowed
to seek the truth, from whatever source, without prejudice.
The Lord made the world in some wonderful way that I
can at best only dimly comprehend. It seems to me sacrilegious to presume that I can really understand him and know
just how he did it. He can only tell me in figurative speech
that I dimly understand, but that I expect to more completely
comprehend in the eternities to come. He created the world,
and my faith does not hinge on the detailed procedures he
used.21
Although not in the same class as Henry Eyring, I know for a
fact that I am a believing scientist as well. As a scientist, my personal
philosophy is to search for truth but to recognize that there are ways
to access truth beyond the laboratory. Are there questions to which
I don’t know the answers regarding the scriptural accounts of the
21. Eyring, Reflections of a Scientist, 56–57.
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creation and the accepted theories of modern science? Absolutely. Do
I believe that modern science has sufficient understanding of the history of the earth to preclude a belief in the veracity of the scriptures?
No. I believe that modern science has developed a reasonably consistent picture of the history of the earth and the cosmos given the
data and the tools with which it has to work. Do I put such great faith
and trust in the findings of science that I am willing to jettison my
beliefs in God, my faith in Christ, and my testimony that the Book of
Mormon is the word of God? I do not.
There are some questions for which I have no answers, but rather
than throw in the towel and declare myself an atheist because I can’t
explain how current scientific theories square with scripture, I am
willing to put those questions on the shelf, as it were, until additional
information is available.
As much as I might try, I cannot explain away the events surrounding the restoration of the gospel, the coming forth of the Book
of Mormon, the witnesses to the Book of Mormon, the life of Joseph
Smith, or my own personal experiences with the workings of the
Spirit as nothing more than fraud and wishful thinking. For example,
if a single case of healing by the power of the priesthood, a visitation
by spirit or resurrected beings, visions of the hereafter or any other
spiritual manifestation is true and legitimate, then there are planes
of existence and realities that science is incapable of penetrating or
measuring. If Oliver Cowdery was telling the truth in his accounts of
the visit of John the Baptist or of Peter, James, and John or of Moroni
showing him the gold plates, then there is a vast world of reality that
science has not discovered how to detect. Shall we be so arrogant in
our knowledge and understanding that we simply dismiss anything
undetectable with our current instruments as being not only unknowable but nonexistent? Doesn’t that put us into the same category as
Korihor, who proudly proclaimed, “Behold, ye cannot know of things
which ye do not see” (Alma 30:15)?
I have no reason to doubt that Duwayne Anderson is sincere in
his belief that science and Mormonism are incompatible. However,
I believe that it is a mistake to presume to limit God by virtue of
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man’s current understanding of the physical universe. I believe that
Anderson’s readings of Latter-day Saint scriptures are flawed and literalistic in the extreme and that he fails to deal with the large body
of literature that addresses some of the very points of Latter-day Saint
doctrine with which he disagrees.

Mormonism and Intelligent Design

Richard Sherlock

O

ver the last fifteen years, and especially in the last four or five, the
concept of intelligent design in nature has emerged as an intensely
controversial alternative to the standard neo-Darwinian account of the
emergence and evolution of life on earth. Whether intelligent design
succeeds in replacing what Larry Laudan has called “a research tradition” with another is at this point unknown. It is, however, a framework with which Latter-day Saints have much to engage. The literature
and controversy is vast, and I cannot hope to provide comprehensive
	. Michael J. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box: The Biochemical Challenge to Evolution (New
York: Free Press, 1996); William A. Dembski, The Design Inference: Eliminating Chance
through Small Probabilities (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Dembski, No
Free Lunch: Why Specified Complexity Cannot Be Purchased without Intelligence (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2002); Dembski, Intelligent Design: The Bridge between
Science and Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1999); John A. Campbell and
Stephen C. Meyer, eds., Darwinism, Design, and Public Education (East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 2003); William A. Dembski and Michael Ruse, eds., Debating
Design: From Darwin to DNA (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Robert T.
Pennock, ed., Intelligent Design Creationism and Its Critics: Philosophical, Theological,
and Scientific Perspectives (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2001); Barbara Forrest and Paul R.
Gross, Creationism’s Trojan Horse: The Wedge of Intelligent Design (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2004); Kenneth Miller, Finding Darwin’s God: A Scientist’s Search for
Common Ground between God and Evolution (New York: HarperCollins, 1999); Matt
Young and Taner Edis, eds., Why Intelligent Design Fails: A Scientific Critique of the New
Creationism (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 2004).
	. Larry Laudan, Progress and Its Problems: Toward a Theory of Scientific Growth
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977).
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coverage of every issue associated with it. What I will do is define intelligent design by contrasting it with other views, discuss its scientific status, describe its main concepts, and show how Latter-day Saints might
engage it. Having read a good deal of the literature and also having
taught design theory for years, I am increasingly convinced of its fruitfulness. I also have some suggestions on how and why Latter-day Saints
should engage and even embrace it.
Intelligent design is not, of course, a single movement with a defined
credo or set of principles to which all proponents of design pledge themselves. There are a number of differences among design thinkers on
various issues in science as well as in theology and philosophy. I will
present a view that I think will represent the mainstream of the intelligent design approach to the origin and development of life on earth. I
will also give some attention to cosmological issues as well.

I. Thinking about Design
In 2005 the historical Voyager I spacecraft became the first humanproduced object to leave the boundaries of the solar system and head
into the uncharted depths of interstellar space. Let us suppose that
at some future date Voyager lands on a distant planet inhabited by
beings with intelligence and knowledge much like our own.
When the Voyager craft lands on this faraway world, a team of scientists immediately begins to examine this unfamiliar object. Upon
close inspection, what would be the most reasonable conclusion for
our distant scientists to reach? Would it be that the random action
of physical forces came together in a strange new way to create it,
or would it be that it was designed and constructed by an intelligent
agent or agents? In this hypothetical case I submit that the answer is
obvious. Design would be the most reasonable belief of beings like us
in a distant solar system.
This story illustrates the view of what is now called intelligent
design. Broadly, intelligent design is the view that certain features of
the biological world are so complex and have such a distinct pattern
that the best explanation for their existence and complexity is that
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they were designed by a superior intelligence. In other words, when
we examine features of the world around us we are in the position of
the scientists on a distant planet. We observe things in our world for
which the best explanation is not randomness or brute necessity but
intelligent design.
Thinking about design theory in this fashion, we can present the
basic outlook in a set of formal propositions such as:
• With artifacts like Voyager, we know that the type of complex
structure we see goes beyond what the material elements themselves
have the capacity to produce.
• We know that the best explanation for this complex structure is
that artifacts are designed.
• With living things it seems that the complex structure we see
also goes beyond what the material constituents themselves have the
capacity to produce.
• Therefore, living things are best understood as designed.
Intelligent design does not, however, by itself constitute a wholesale rejection of all parts of the modern neo-Darwinian evolutionary
approach to the origin and development of life. The modern evolutionary framework has two essential parts. The first holds that life
on earth has evolved or developed from simple single-celled organisms to ever more complex forms down to and including the human
body. In the jargon of the specialists this is usually called descent with
modification.
The second broad part of the evolutionary synthesis is the mechanism of macroevolutionary change: random variations combined with
natural selection. The claim is that in any generation of a species there
are variations between individuals in that generation as the result of
random genetic change: keener senses, stronger muscles, or thicker hide
or fur. These variations interact with the changing environment, and
some are found to be better adapted to survival in that environment.
Over a very long time period literally millions of microvariations will,
	. Any standard treatment of evolution will cover these parts. See, for example,
Douglas J. Futuyama, Evolution (New York: Sinauer Associates, 2005).
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it is held, lead to large or macro evolutions, creating new and possibly
more biologically complex species.
Intelligent design is not fundamentally a critique of either the
long age of the earth’s existence or the general idea of descent with
modification of living things from simple to complex forms. The focus
of intelligent design is, instead, on the second part of the evolutionary
framework: the idea of randomness and natural selection as the whole
story about the mechanism of evolutionary change. Like our scientists
far away, intelligent design thinkers do not believe that it is reasonable
to hold that complex features of living beings can be best explained
by randomness. Before we examine intelligent design and its features
further, I will sort out and define some terms and concepts.

II. Some Terms and Concepts
Young-Earth Creationism
This is the view that the earth came into existence pretty much as it
is a few thousand years ago. Those who hold this view strive to take the
creation story in Genesis literally, especially the time frame. This means
that the days in Genesis 1 are our twenty-four-hour days or, using the
ratio provided in 2 Peter 3:8, that they are thousand-year periods.
Latter-day Saints have never had a problem with a very old earth.
Those Mormon leaders sympathetic to evolutionary development were
obviously prepared to accept a very old earth. But so were leaders like
James E. Talmage and Charles W. Penrose who were otherwise unsympathetic to macroevolution.
	. On selection specifically, see Gary Cziko, Without Miracles: Universal Selection
Theory and the Second Darwinian Revolution (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995); for a theological discussion that distinguishes these two parts, see Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger (Pope
Benedict XVI), “In the Beginning . . .”: A Catholic Understanding of the Story of Creation and
the Fall, trans. Boniface Ramsey (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995).
	. The two leading young-earth creationist organizations are Answers in Genesis
(answersingenesis.org) and the Institute for Creation Research (icr.org). See Ronald L.
Numbers, The Creationists (New York: Knopf, 1992); Paul Nelson and John Mark Reynolds, “Young Earth Creationism,” in Three Views on Creation and Evolution, ed. James P.
Moreland and John M. Reynolds (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1999), 39–102.
	. Richard Sherlock, “A Turbulent Spectrum: Mormon Reactions to the Darwinist
Legacy,” Journal of Mormon History 5 (1978): 45–59.
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Old-Earth Creationism
This is the view that “days” referred to in the creation story of
Genesis are simply long time periods of indefinite and unknown
length. The progression of creation from nonliving elements through
bacteria, plants, animals, and finally man is taken as literally correct.
But since the Hebrew word day can also mean “time period,” those in
this camp do not object to the belief that the earth was created billions
of years ago.
I believe that a close reading of a number of Mormon thinkers (like
Talmage) would show that they fit most easily into this camp. They
accept an ancient earth, they reject macroevolution of the Darwinian
sort, and they require a literal Adam.
Theistic Evolution
This is a view held by many scientists who are themselves religious
and by many theologians who believe that theological views should
be construed as being compatible with what modern science holds as
true. For our purposes we can say that theistic evolution holds that,
while God created the universe, the solar system, and life, he did so
with the tools and in the manner more or less described by modern
science. From this perspective, God did it but he used evolution—
Genesis and similar accounts describe the who and the why, and science strives to tell us how. In much of mainstream Catholicism and
Protestantism theistic evolution is a dominant view. For the theistic
evolutionist, God set up and guides evolution but he has left no footprints or marks of his activity.
	. This was the view of B. H. Roberts; see Roberts, The Truth, The Way, The Life: An
Elementary Treatise on Theology, ed. Stan Larson (San Francisco: Smith Research Associates, 1994), 261–62.
	. See Sherlock, “A Turbulent Spectrum.”
	. Major statements of theistic evolution include Howard J. Van Till, The Fourth Day:
What the Bible and the Heavens Are Telling Us about Creation (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986); A. R. Peacocke, God and the New Biology (London: Dent, 1986); John C. Polkinghorne, Science and Providence (London: SPCK, 1989); Holmes Rolston, Genes, Genesis
and God (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999); John F. Haught, God after Darwin
(Boulder, CO: Westview, 2000); Miller, Finding Darwin’s God.
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Many Latter-day Saint writers with scientific training have adopted
this view with some modifications such as the idea that evolution was
guided or directed by God as a sort of overseer. One can find this view
in early twentieth-century writers like Nels Nelson and Fredrick Pack,
and later in scientists like William Lee Stokes and many others.10
Naturalism
In the literature supporting intelligent design, much criticism is
directed toward what is called naturalism. Metaphysical naturalism
holds that nature, pretty much as science describes it, is all there really
is. Methodological naturalism holds that nature, understood as matter and energy, is all that science can treat. Either there is no supernatural, or science cannot deal with it.11
Naturalism, however, may not be the best term to describe what
the critics are aiming at. As shown by David Hume and John Stuart
Mill, among others, nature is an ambiguous term.12 If it means all that
exists or all that can be described by true statements then, for a theist, excluding God makes little sense. The statement “God exists” is as
true as the statement “Water exists.” If one wants to exclude God one
ought to select a more discriminating term.
Materialism
Perhaps the best term to describe what the critics are focusing on
is materialism. To follow from what I just said, metaphysical mate10. Nels Nelson, Scientific Aspects of Mormonism; or, Religion in Terms of Life (New
York: Putnam’s Sons, 1904); Fredrick Pack, Science and Belief in God: A Discussion of
Certain Phases of Science and Their Bearing upon Belief in the Supreme Being (Salt Lake
City: Deseret News Press, 1924); William Lee Stokes, The Creation Scriptures: A Witness
for God in the Scientific Age (Bountiful, UT: Horizon Publishers, 1979).
11. Phillip Johnson, Darwin on Trial (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1993); Robert C. Koons, “The Incompatibility of Naturalism and Scientific Realism” in Naturalism:
A Critical Analysis, ed. William L. Craig and James P. Moreland (New York: Routledge,
2000), 49–63.
12. David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge, 2nd ed. (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1978), 473–75; John Stuart Mill, Three Essays on Religion: Nature, the Utility
of Religion, Theism (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1998).
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rialism would be the view that matter and energy—much as science
describes them—are all that actually exist. Methodological materialism would be the view that matter and its companion energy is all that
science can study. I shall have much more to say about materialism
below. Suffice it to state here that I regard both forms of materialism
as false on both religious and empirical grounds.
Anthropic Principle
Though technically not part of intelligent design as a critique of
the complete sufficiency of the neo-Darwinian synthesis, anthropic
regularities show much the same pattern of reasoning. They have also
been pointed to quite frequently as evidence of theism and design in
the universe.13
The basic argument is as follows: At the moment of creation—that
is, at the moment of the “big bang” from whence all the known universe
began—events had to happen in an extraordinarily precise order and
time such that this highly specific design is most reasonably explained
by a designer. The precision we are talking about is so small that our
minds cannot really comprehend it. It is on the order of Planck time
10-50 seconds. This is a decimal point followed by 50 zeros and then a
1. If the expansion after the big bang were slower, gravity would have
pulled emerging matter back on itself and the nascent universe would
have collapsed. If it were faster, then the emerging subatomic particles
would have flown apart and never come together in atoms and then
larger clumps of matter. The argument is that such a precise order is
best explained by a designer, likely God.
Some have claimed that such a precise order tells us nothing
because if it had not happened we would not be here to think about it.
Though true, this is hardly a sufficient response. Suppose you went into
a casino and played a dollar on ten consecutive dollar slot machines in
a row and hit the jackpot on each one. Would you shrug your shoulders and say “that’s nothing, if I had not been here I would not have
13. John D. Barrow and Frank J. Tipler, The Anthropic Cosmological Principle (1986;
repr. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998).
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won.” Of course not. You would quite naturally believe that someone
had rigged the machines for you.

III. Intelligent Design and Science
Intelligent design is widely held by its opponents not to be good
science for a variety of reasons, both large and small. I will later
address some of the smaller reasons, but now I wish to address one
very large one. This is the claim that intelligent design does not use
the “scientific method” or that it “shortcuts science.” Quite to the contrary, proponents of intelligent design can make two eminently sound
responses. The first, which I shall not discuss in detail, is that few serious students of science would now hold that we have something called
“the scientific method” that confidently demarcates science from other
forms of human inquiry or belief. We do not. Trotting out examples of
confirmed experiments, which are only one form of science, will not
make the argument any stronger.14
We might examine this point in some detail by considering the
recent court case involving intelligent design, Kitzmiller et al. v. Dover
Area School District.15 The case involved an attempt by the Dover,
Pennsylvania, school board to mandate the teaching of intelligent design
as an alternative to Darwinism. Darwinism was not to be ignored. It was
simply that when Darwinism was taught, design was to be presented as
an alternative. The court ruled against the school board, holding that
intelligent design was actually religion and not science and, hence,
could not be part of the public school science curriculum.16
14. Any good treatment of the philosophy of science will show the problem. See, for
example, Jan A. Cover and Martin Curd, eds., Philosophy of Science: The Central Issues
(New York: Norton, 1998); and Larry Laudan, “The Demise of the Demarcation Problem,” in But Is It Science? The Philosophical Question in the Creation/Evolution Controversy, ed. Michael Ruse (Buffalo: Prometheus Books, 1988), 337–50.
15. Kitzmiller et al. v. Dover Area School District, 400 F. Supp 2d 707 (M.D. Pa.
2005).
16. For criticism, see David K. DeWolf et al., Traipsing into Evolution: Intelligent
Design and the Kitzmiller v. Dover Decision (Seattle: Discovery Institute, 2006); Bradley
Monton, “Is Intelligent Design Science? Dissecting the Dover Decision” online at philsci
-archive.pitt.edu (accessed 11 October 2006).
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To reach this conclusion, Federal Judge John Jones had to advance
a set of claims about how to demarcate science from other forms of
inquiry. Unfortunately, in this decision the court failed miserably.
Judge Jones offered three reasons: “1) ID [intelligent design] violates
the centuries-old ground rules of science by invoking and permitting
supernatural causation; 2) the argument of irreducible complexity,
central to ID, employs the same flawed and illogical contrived dualism
that doomed creation science in the 1980s; and 3) ID’s negative attacks
on evolution have been refuted by the scientific community.”17
I will consider these points in reverse order since only the first has
real bite and needs to be addressed at length. The mere fact, even if it
is granted (which it is not by me), that the criticisms of Darwinism
by design thinkers have been successfully addressed says nothing
about the positive claims of intelligent design. To answer the critiques
of Darwinism does not show that design theory has a weak case. It
merely shows that their criticisms of the alternatives are not sound.
The second claim is that intelligent design is only about “irreducible complexity” as described by biochemist Michael Behe.18 But this
is flawed in several ways. First, intelligent design is not just about irreducible complexity in the biochemistry of cells. It also may include the
anthropic regularities that seem designed, as well as problems relating
to the origin of life on earth for which no sufficient materialist explanation exists. Furthermore, just because a theory is flawed does not
make it unscientific. Copernicus’s theory of perfect circular orbits of
the planets was flawed. But does anyone doubt he was doing science?
Newtonian physics predicts that clocks in different gravitational fields
will run at the same time. This claim has been shown to be false, yet
does anyone wish to claim that Newton’s idea was not science?
Third, intelligent design or irreducible complexity does not require
an either/or dualism as the court implies: either my theory or yours—
either Darwin or design. It only claims that there are phenomena that
design explains better than randomness. If a third theory such as
17. Kitzmiller et al. v. Dover Area School District, 400 F. Supp 2d at 747.
18. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box; Michael J. Behe, “Irreducible Complexity: Obstacle to
Darwinian Evolution,” in Debating Design, 352–70.
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self-organization as presented by those associated with the Santa Fe
Institute proves fruitful, let it come forward with a third alternative.
Let the debate begin.
Finally, we come to the judge’s commitment to naturalism or
materialism. Judge Jones claims that this is an essential part of science
“by definition and convention.” This is hardly a sound move. Science is
said to be defined by convention and by a set of stipulative definitions.
But stipulative definitions do not resolve intellectual debates. They are
an attempt to avoid arguments by simply stating that the other position is wrong without bothering to show how it is wrong. Appeal to
convention is notoriously unreliable and stifles the unconventional.
The great advances in science are always unconventional. They go
beyond the known into the unknown and uncharted. For example,
as I shall show in detail below, the conventions of current work in
the neurosciences hold that mental phenomena such as deciding or
thinking can be fully explained as material brain phenomena. When
presented with considerable evidence from studies of meditation and
prayer that show this convention to be false, should those who hold
to the convention reply that the studies are not scientific because they
violated the conventions either in the hypothesis or in the results?
The power of materialism as an article of faith and the corollary that intelligent design must be banished from science can be
seen in recent responses to the acknowledged anthropic regularities
at the beginning of the universe. In the eighteenth century David
Hume argued against British natural theologians that the design they
observed might only be an artifact of where the observer is standing.
In Hume’s day one could only think of possibly thousands or a few
million planets. But given enough random chances, perhaps we were
the only planet that got it right for complex life. Even a blind man will
hit a bull’s-eye with enough chances. The point is even more relevant
in a universe with about one hundred billion galaxies and about one
hundred billion stars in each galaxy. Could not the apparent design on
earth only be the blind man hitting the target?
This line of argument, however, does not work with the creation of
the cosmos and the anthropic regularities present there. At this point it
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appears that divine design is the best explanation since there is only one
beginning to the universe or one data point, and it is perfectly set up to
create the universe we have. But hard opponents of design do not just
give in at this point. Materialism is more than science; it is an article of
faith, and its devotees are as protective of it as any religious believer.
What critics have resorted to is a wildly imaginary but inventive
claim that there may be an infinite number of parallel universes.19 At
one time it was suggested that the universe might go through an infinite number of expansions followed by contractions, a big bang and a
big crunch, if you will. This idea, however, has been refuted by recent
data. But no problem. The hypothesized infinite multiverses will do
equally well. We might be simply the universe that was “organized”
in the design-specific manner that it appears to be. The other universes or multiverses as they are called may be “organized” in much
less inviting ways. Or maybe they started and failed, collapsing back
on themselves or flying apart. The question is why would one want to
multiply entities for which we have absolutely no evidence? The reason
for the multiplication is not science, for the appeal to hidden entities
or forces violates what scientists claim to seek above all else: explanation, not mystery. The reason is the deeply held faith in materialism and in the equally strong article of faith by some against God or
divine design.
The second and more important point is that intelligent design
relies on one of the most widely used patterns of reasoning in all of
science: abduction. Abduction is a technical term for what is otherwise
called “inference to the best explanation.”20 Given a set of observations
about the world, what is the best explanation for the observations?
When Galileo, for example, saw in his telescope the phases of Venus,
he could then explain this observation by postulating that Copernicus
was generally right: the planets revolve around the sun.
Abduction is so widely used in science that we often hardly notice
it. Perhaps some examples will show how frequent it is. Astronomers
19. Max Tegmark, “Parallel Universes,” Scientific American 288 (May 2003): 40–51.
20. Peter Lipton, Inference to the Best Explanation, 2nd ed. (New York: Routledge,
2004).
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accept the big bang as the start of the known universe because such a
postulate best explains the observations from earth and from space.
So too is the belief that the universe is expanding and at an increasing
rate the best explanation for the observational data.21
In the 1920s Harvard astronomer Edwin Hubble found that light
from distant stars was distorted to the lower or infrared end of the
light spectrum. For astronomers the best explanation was what we
can call the “train whistle” effect. Stand by a railroad when a train is
blowing its horn. As the train comes toward you the horn will sound
higher pitched than if it was right in front of you. It will be distorted
toward the high end of the spectrum. As it goes away from you it will
sound lower pitched; it will shift toward the lower end of the spectrum. The same test can be done with light. Hubble then inferred that
the best explanation of the “red shift” he saw was that stars are moving
away from us as the universe expands.22
A third example is paleontology—that is, the study of fossil life
forms. Paleontologists almost universally hold that life on earth
descended from simple, single-celled organisms to more complex
forms because that is what appears in the rock strata. What they are
doing is inferring from the overwhelming observations of the strata to
the best explanation.23 As a final example we might note that ecology,
the study of the relationship between organisms and environments,
was universally acknowledged as a science for decades before ecologists did any experiments. During these decades they were studying
complex interrelationships in nature and then offering models that
they thought best explained the relationships they observed.24
21. John R. Gribbin, In Search of the Big Bang: Quantum Physics and Cosmology (London: Heinemann, 1986); Timothy Ferris, The Whole Shebang: A State of the Universe(s)
Report (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1997).
22. John D. Barrow and Joseph Silk, The Left Hand of Creation: The Origin and Evolution of the Expanding Universe (London: Heinemann, 1983).
23. David M. Raup and Steven M. Stanley, Principles of Paleontology, 2nd ed. (San
Francisco: Freeman, 1978); Donald R. Prothero, Bringing Fossils to Life: An Introduction
to Paleobiology, 2nd ed. (Maidenhead, England: McGraw-Hill, 2003).
24. Gary L. Miller and Robert E. Ricklefs, Ecology, 4th ed. (New York: Freeman,
2000); Robert L. Smith and Thomas M. Smith, Elements of Ecology, 6th ed. (San Francisco: Cummings, 2006).
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Many more examples could be used from universally recognized
sciences. Abduction is clearly a widely used approach to the practice
of science, especially where observation and theory is all that is possible, such as in the case of string theory and in the case of the big
bang, which is a single event probably happening about 14.5 billion
years ago. We can study the aftereffects and then infer that the best
explanation is the big bang.

IV. Intelligent Design and God
Intelligent design thinkers are often of two minds about God as
the designer whose existence, they argue, is the best explanation for
complex phenomena in nature. Some advocates of intelligent design
(or at least friends of it) are not religious. Philosopher/mathematician
David Berlinski and biologist Michael Denton belong in this category
of agnostics.25 It is also true that granting the intelligent design critique of Darwinism does not automatically commit one to the design
alternative nor, especially, to God as the designer. As many complexity theorists like Stuart Kauffman do, one can find Darwinism unconvincing as a complete explanation of biological change and development without fully accepting design. Hence, in a technical sense,
intelligent design proponents are right to deny that the designer is or
must be God.26
Yet it is also true that most intelligent design proponents are personally religious; they are found in various Christian denominations,
and many teach at religious schools. Some are Catholic, and many are
25. Michael Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (Bethesda, MD: Adler and Adler,
1985); Michael Denton, “An Anti-Darwinian Intellectual Journey: Biological Order as
an Inherent Property of Matter,” in Uncommon Dissent: Intellectuals Who Find Darwinism Unconvincing, ed. William A. Dembski (Wilmington, DL: ISI Books, 2004): 153–76;
David Berlinski, “The Deniable Darwin,” in Uncommon Dissent, 263–306; originally in
Commentary (June 1996), which is available online at www.rae.org/dendar.html (accessed 10 October 2006).
26. See Stuart A. Kauffman, At Home in the Universe: The Search for Laws of SelfOrganization and Complexity (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995); Kauffman,
Investigations (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000); Scott Camazine et al., SelfOrganization in Biological Systems (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2001).
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evangelical Protestants. Thus we come to a crucial crossroad. Should
advocates of intelligent design continue to insist that they are not talking about God when they talk about a designer? This is especially an
issue because leading proponents often refer positively to British natural theologians of the eighteenth century such as Thomas Reid who
used the design complexity of organs like the eye as evidence for the
existence of God.27 They also refer positively to immensely important
scientists like Newton whose theological commitments are patent—
commitments that definitely influenced their scientific conclusions.
I shall venture to delineate what I know will be an extremely
controversial argument on this point, directed first to the LDS community, but also having broader implications for all Christian scientists. To put the matter bluntly, I believe that it is wrong, especially for
religious scientists, to keep God out of science. The idea that religion
and science do not need to be in a state of continuous war is a position put forward in a Latter-day Saint context most passionately by
John A. Widtsoe.28 I wish to attach my name to this point of view.
Too frequently, however, the discussion has been turned into a oneway street. Religious beliefs must always be construed to fit the latest
findings from science. I do not doubt that well-attested findings of
science like quantum mechanics or the big bang should be accounted
for in a fully developed theology. But I believe that the reverse is just
as true: scientists should not ignore God in their research. I think it
is biased and wrong to expect Latter-day Saints or other Christians
to accommodate science while science continues without the slightest
reciprocation.
Consider an example in another field. For years Louis Midgley
has argued strenuously that it is wrong for Latter-day Saint historians
to write our history as if God was not involved as an actor in it and to
accept only naturalistic explanations for events, explanations of the
sort favored by post-Enlightenment rationalism.29 Midgley has never
27. Thomas Reid, Lectures on Natural Theology, ed. Elmer H. Duncan (Washington
DC: University Press of America, 1980).
28. John A. Widtsoe, A Rational Theology, repr. ed. (Whitefish, MT: Kessinger, 2004).
29. Louis Midgley, “The First Steps,” FARMS Review 17/1 (2005): xi–lv.
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argued that we should ignore the influence of secular natural causes,
nor has he ever held that we should not have an honest “warts-andall” history. If economic factors influenced the practice of the Word
of Wisdom, then that factor must be acknowledged. If a number of
Mormons other than John D. Lee were involved in the Mountain
Meadows massacre, I have never seen Midgley or those who agree with
him argue that we should ignore such an inconvenient fact. Midgley
simply wants God to be given his due. We should write history in light
of our convictions about the first vision, the Book of Mormon, and
prophetic leadership. It should be an honest history, true even to difficult facts and secular causes. But it should also be, in the words of
Richard Bushman a “faithful history.”30
I believe that Midgley and Bushman are profoundly correct. Fur
thermore, I believe that their analyses are as applicable to science as
they are to any of the humanities disciplines. If one accepts God as
part of the reality of the cosmos, why should one ignore that belief
in studying order in nature? For example, physicists believe that all
of nature can be explained as the ultimate result of the action of four
fundamental forces: strong force, weak force, electromagnetism, and
gravity. As yet, theoretical physicists have not completely shown how
to hold these forces together in a unified framework, or what is called
a unified field. But the brightest minds continue to work on it. So do
astronomers believe that the universe is completely comprehensible
by uniform physical law? Why should a believing scientist ignore God
as an explanation for the uniformity in nature? Divine design is, I
believe, the best ground for accepting the framework within which
they carry on their studies—that is, the commitment to the order and
uniformity in nature. For believers, God is as much a part of reality
as is gravity or the electromagnetic spectrum. If so, then why should
believing scientists hold that gravity is an acceptable explanation for
some phenomena but divine action is not? I do not think a sound
argument can be given for omitting God’s action.
More broadly, even if one only thinks that it is plausible that there
is a God, I maintain that one should keep divine design as part of one’s
30. Richard L. Bushman, “Faithful History,” Dialogue 4/4 (1969): 11–25.
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explanatory tool kit for science. If God’s activity as a direct cause of
some event is part of the explanatory tool kit, then for some exceedingly complex phenomena in nature would not divine design be the
simplest explanation—distinct from the “just so” stories or fig leaves
often offered by leading biologists, which are nothing more than a
check drawn on an empty account?31
At this point I wish to borrow and refashion an argument from
the eminent philosopher Richard Swinburne.32 What counts as the
best explanation for some observation about nature such as gene complexity or the anthropic regularities is never decided in the abstract,
outside of some view of the world, which includes that which we
firmly believe, that which we firmly reject, and that which we only
believe is possibly correct. Theists firmly accept God as part of their
view of reality. Many others are on the proverbial “fence.” They accept
that there might be a God. But they remain not completely convinced.
Even many professed atheists think it possible that God exists; else
why spend so much time and effort arguing for atheism. Green men
on Mars do not get such attention, nor does the idea that ancient astronauts built the pyramids.
But if you accept the premise that God might possibly exist, then
what is the best explanation for highly complex events in nature such
as the origin of life or the astonishing uniformity of physical law in the
cosmos? Is it more likely that life just appeared out of a prebiotic soup
of chemicals or that the anthropic regularities just happened, or is it
preferable to accept divine causation? Ignoring the technical mathematics but using the widely employed Bayes Theorem shows that what
we observe about complexity is more probable with a God than with31. In her popularized account of the origin and development of life, leading cell
biologist Ursula Goodenough writes: “Here our story is obscured by a very large fig leaf.
We don’t yet know the sequence of events that gave rise to the first biomolecules and
perhaps we never will.” Ursula Goodenough, The Sacred Depths of Nature (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1998), 21; also see Robert Koons, “The Check Is in the Mail,” in
Uncommon Dissent, 3–22.
32. Richard Swinburne, The Existence of God (New York: Oxford University Press,
1979).
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out. Only those relatively few who cannot even admit the possibility of
the existence of God can fail to grant this conclusion.
Take as an analogy the search for a unified field theory in physics,
which is engaging some of the best minds of this generation. To continue their work they assume that there is a unified structure that will
someday be found to hold together the four forces of nature. They have
yet to show such a structure, but, to carry on their work, they assume
it is plausible. It is their background belief that makes their work possible. In the same way, the belief in God is a background belief that
makes the search for complex order in nature plausible, a pursuit that
science regularly engages in.
Finally, in thinking about the relation of intelligent design and
theism, we must note a serious distinction between intelligent design
and the concept of “theistic” evolution. Theistic evolution is best
understood as the view that God’s creation of living things was accomplished by evolution. Evolution was God’s method of creation. God set
up the process and evolutionary change did the rest.33
On this view science is separate from faith, and the claims of faith
do not impinge on the findings of biologists. Science will, supposedly,
decide how life developed on our planet and even how life came to
be. But, whatever way it was done, it was God’s way. In this position,
belief in God has no effect on how the world is viewed nor does design
affect the way science is done. In general it is argued that God is a
first or primary cause of all that happens in nature but that the actual
work is done by secondary causes. Secondary causes bring weather,
solar systems, disease, and DNA, etc. It is only secondary causes that
science studies.
Intelligent design thinkers disagree. First, they point out that the
Bible (and we could include modern revelation as well) clearly holds
that God has left visible signposts of his activity in history and nature
and continues to do so with miracles. Second, we may note the pervasive appeal to miracles in the Book of Mormon as evidence for both
33. Dembski, Intelligent Design, 29–35; also Denyse O’Leary, By Design or by Chance:
The Growing Controversy on the Origins of Life in the Universe (Minneapolis: Augsburg
Books, 2004).
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the existence of and care from God. Miracles cannot be understood
in this way apart from a belief that they can be recognized in a way
that properly distinguishes them from the general flow of nature. The
Book of Mormon teaches that miracles can be recognized as specific,
intentional acts of God. They are not just the working out of blind
forces in nature. As such, the existence and recognition of miracles
cannot be squared with theistic evolution understood as God working, from the moment of creation on, only through secondary causes.
On the contrary, miracles show that, at some point, God is the primary and immediate cause of some intentional event.34
An attack on miracles as specific moments of divine action has
been a central feature of hard materialism and of theological specu
lation developed in the shadow of the Enlightenment. Latter-day
Saints, as well as other serious Christians, must reject this denial of
miracles. And, therefore, theistic evolution must also be rejected as
an explanation of the relation of God to the world. We should have
no doubt that God works through secondary causes and, hence, that
the process of evolution by secondary causes was established by him.
Secondary causes, however, cannot be the whole story of God’s action
in the world for two reasons. First, workers, as secondary causes, built
something like Ramses’ palace. We can study the work of the craftsmen and the materials used. But we also know we are missing something unless we also study how and why it was designed by an intelligent agent who is more than just a robotlike worker. Secondly God
sometimes acts as a primary cause of something like weather activity.
God set up a chain of secondary causes that caused a storm on the Sea
of Galilee. But Jesus could directly command the storm to stop, and it
did, if we believe the New Testament account (see Matthew 8:23–27;
Mark 4:35–41; Luke 8:22–25).
34. On miracles, see Richard G. Swinburne, “Miracles,” Philosophical Quarterly 18
(1968): 27–45; for a comprehensive treatment, see R. Douglas Geivett and Gary R. Habermas, eds., In Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case for God’s Action in History (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997); for analysis and criticism of Hume’s celebrated argument
against miracles, see David Johnson, Hume, Holism, and Miracles (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999).
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I want to be clear on the question of miracles. What I label miracles are one-time events. As such they are not considered design by
most design advocates. But the reality of divine action in nature, to
which all sincere Christians, and especially Latter-day Saints, must be
attached because of the immense scriptural record of miracles, does
clear the way for intelligent design. If one grants miracles, what follows is the conviction that brute necessity and blind chance cannot
account for all events in the natural world. Furthermore, scripture
plainly teaches that we can comprehend the existence of miracles as
intentional divine acts in nature. God acts in nature and we can recognize it.

V. Intelligent Design: What It Claims
Now we come to the heart of the matter. What exactly does intelligent design claim? In my view there are three interconnected claims
advanced by proponents of intelligent design as an alternative to the
complete sufficiency of the neo-Darwinian synthesis. The first of these
is a critique of the sufficiency of materialist explanations for all the
phenomena of the world. To be successful, this critique must show
that in at least one area materialist explanations fail to adequately
account for some phenomena or set of related phenomena. If this is
the case in one area of our experience, then metaphysical materialism fails as a sort of article of faith or worldview that automatically
excludes divine design as an explanation in other areas. Furthermore,
if we can show by rigorous study and analysis that it fails in one area,
then even methodological materialism, the idea that science can only
deal with material causality, also fails. At least we could say that careful study will show that material causality is insufficient to account for
all the phenomena encountered in scientific investigation.
In at least one area we have strong reasons to believe that materialism is false: the study of the mind and consciousness. First, consciousness is always intentional. This means that consciousness always has
an end or object about which one is conscious. You cannot just be
conscious without being conscious of something. Try it for yourself.
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Try thinking without thinking of something. You can’t, and your own
experience confirms it for you.35
Since consciousness is necessarily intentional, then we must ask
whether consciousness can be accounted for by the operation of physical laws or principles. The answer to this query is quite plainly no. No
modern physical law or principle has ever been successfully stated in
an intentional form as having some intentional object or aiming at
some end or purpose. Now we can see the theoretical problem. The
explanation proffered, physical law, cannot do what it is supposed
to do—account for consciousness. Consciousness simply cannot be
understood only as the result of the operation of physical law. As physicist Stephen Barr has put it, materialism is “nothing more than an
anti-religious mythology.”36
What I have just shown is a fundamental theoretical problem for
the sufficiency and completeness of materialism. For the scientist,
however, we actually have a large and growing body of research that
shows the poverty of metaphysical and even methodological materialism. Much of the research has been done on long-term practitioners
of specific meditative techniques such as nuns in deep prayer, Zen,
and transcendental meditation as practiced by followers of Maharishi
Mahesh Yogi. What has been clearly shown is that long-term meditators have altered the physical operation of their brain as measured by
functional magnetic resonance imaging (FMRI). Take a group of longterm meditators whose average length of meditation is seven years on
a regular, often daily, schedule. Compare their brain scans at rest with
those of a control group who were taught the same meditative practice over a week. The long-term practitioners have significantly altered
scans. The same result is seen when meditators are compared with
what is regarded as a normal or standard scan.37
35. David J. Chalmers, The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1997).
36. Stephen M. Barr, Modern Physics and Ancient Faith (Notre Dame, IN: University
of Notre Dame Press, 2003).
37. Richard Monastersky, “Religion on the Brain,” Chronicle of Higher Education,
26 May 2006; Sara Lazar et al., “Meditation Experience Is Associated with Increased
Cortical Thickness,” NeuroReport 16 (28 November 2005): 1893–97; Antoine Lutz et al.,
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What these sorts of studies show is that a conscious, intentional
practice actually changes the physical operation of the brain. Thus,
even rigorous scientific investigations show that material causality
is insufficient to account for the data that science itself reveals. Even
empirical investigation shows that materialism in any form fails. To
accept materialism is to accept a premise that will distort our view of
the reality we experience around us.
The second crucial element of intelligent design is the concept of
irreducible complexity in nature. Things that are irreducibly complex
are defined by a leading advocate, Behe, as “a single system that is
necessarily composed of several well matched interacting parts that
contribute to the basic function and where the removal of any one of
the parts causes the system to effectively cease functioning.”38 What
this means is that each part of the complex system must be present at
the same time for the system to function. In an evolutionary context
one cannot have one part appear and, having no function without the
others, be selected out because it is useless and then have a second part
come into existence. All parts must exist at the same time. Intelligent
design thinkers have pointed to a number of exceedingly complex
phenomena that cannot function without all parts being present, such
as the eukaryotic cilium, the intracellular transport system, and the
blood-clotting cascade.39
The key role that irreducibly complex phenomena play in intelligent design is just this: they are so unlikely to have come into existence
at random that the best explanation of their existence is that they were
specifically designed. Let us consider a relatively uncomplicated protein made up of a chain of amino acids with what biologists call “left
and right hands.” The probability that this protein could have come
into existence by the random combination of amino acids is 1 chance
“Long-Term Meditators Self-Induce High-Amplitude Gamma Synchrony during Mental
Practice,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Science 101 (2004): 16369–73.
38. Behe, “Irreducible Complexity,” 353.
39. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box.
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in 10 –125. This is a number so small that it is effectively zero. Yet these
proteins are everywhere in living organisms.40
We can also point to other key examples such as the origin of
life and the Cambrian explosion. The origin of life on earth is currently a black hole in evolutionary theory. No answer exists, nor is one
even on the horizon. There are many hypotheses but none that commands general acceptance, despite decades of study. The fundamental
problem is that in the case of the origin of life we must show how a
very complex information code, DNA, can arise from the essentially
information-empty starting point of an early earth with only soil,
water, water vapor, and primitive chemicals.41
A third example regularly cited by advocates is what Stephen
Meyer, a Cambridge-trained biological theorist and design thinker,
calls the “Cambrian Information Explosion.” Often referred to simply
as the Cambrian explosion, this phenomenon is a well-known event
in paleontology. What it refers to is the sudden appearance about 550
million years ago of many new body plans or forms. At that time in
the Cambrian era, at least nineteen and perhaps as many as thirtyfive out of a total of forty phyla made their first appearance in a geologically narrow five-million-year window. Paleontologists admit that
before this time we have no record of phylenic gradualism—that is,
the evolution of life from single celled pre-Cambrian fossils to more
complex yet intermediate forms.42 It is just such a feature as this in
the record of the rocks that led the leading paleontologist of the last
generation, Harvard’s Stephen J. Gould, to reject gradualism in favor
of his view of “punctuated equilibrium.” His view was that evolutionary change happened in leaps or jumps like that in the Cambrian era,
40. This figure can be calculated easily from known biology. For examples, see the
work of Frank Salisbury and Stephen Meyer.
41. Walter L. Bradley, “Information, Entropy, and the Origin of Life,” in Debating
Design, 331–51; Charles B. Thaxton, Walter L. Bradley, and Roger L. Olsen, The Mystery
of Life’s Origin: Reassessing Current Theories (Dallas: Lewis and Stanley, 1992).
42. Stephen Meyer, “The Cambrian Explosion: Biology’s Big Bang,” in Darwinism,
Design and Public Education, 223–85; S. C. Meyer, “The Cambrian Information Explosion,” in Debating Design, 371–91.
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which “punctuated” or broke through an otherwise steady or “equilibrium” state of life.
The general Cambrian explosion required a rapid and quite extra
ordinary increase in biological information or what design theorists
call complex specified information. It is complex like that of any protein and specified because it is directed to a specific end of producing a specific body plan or form. Consider the following: Sponges,
which appeared late in the pre-Cambrian era, required five different
cell types, while the more complex forms that appeared suddenly in
the narrow Cambrian window would have required fifty or more cell
types. The growth in information needed in such a short time is quite
staggering when we recognize that what we think of as a simple living organism requires the precise ordering of 120 million base pairs
of DNA, with precise coding, switching, and other mechanisms for
each cell function in each different type of cell. It is of course quite
correct to say that not every base pair needs to be properly aligned for
the form to be functionally organized. But enough do that the explosion of biological information required in the Cambrian window is
astonishing—just as it is astonishing that life began at all, with its need
for complicated DNA codes emerging out of an empty starting point.
At this point the intelligent design critique of the sufficiency of
the neo-Darwinian approach to the origin and development of life
on earth becomes a relatively uncomplicated matter to understand.
At key points such as the origin of life, the Cambrian explosion, and
complex biochemical processes (as noted by Behe and others), the
standard theory has nothing to say except “just so” stories that are
told with one conclusion in mind: we really do not know how X was
accomplished, but, however it was, it had to be a material, random
cause. “Just so” stories are the criticism that goes like this. A scientist
like Behe (or, as we shall see, even earlier, LDS plant geneticist Frank
Salisbury) presents an example of an irreducibly complex mechanism
like the blood-clotting cascade. The critic responds as noted: “It might
have evolved like this”—without ever showing that it did or without
even giving in any precise detail an explanation of how it might have.
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As the fig leaves grow and the “just so” stories multiply, the core
conclusion is maintained by many scientists. We cannot give up material causality, or we are not doing science. One stands speechless at
the audacity of those who just stipulatively define science in such a
fashion without giving any comprehensive reason for doing so. This
occurs even when in given cases such as origins, divine design would
give answers that their own “anti-religious mythology” cannot do. To
remain wedded to a paradigm or research tradition even when it has
huge weaknesses is stubbornness, not inquiry.
Intelligent design thinkers, however, also try to show more than
just the fact that there are complex phenomena in nature that are best
explained by design. Design thinkers also try to provide a metric or
way of identifying certain things as so complex in such a specific way
that design is the best explanation.
Of course, in many cases design recognition is intuitive. Consider
our scientists in a world far away who encounter the Voyager craft.
Their obvious recognition of design would at first be intuitive. Knowing
the world as we do, they would, even on a cursory inspection, easily
conclude that the action of physical forces alone would not produce
such a highly complex object. Intelligent design would obviously be
the best and simplest explanation even if they knew of no other intelligent agents in the universe who could have constructed it.
Many advocates of intelligent design want to go further. The
most important thinker in this regard is philosopher/mathematician
William Dembski. Dembski has provided what is widely regarded as
the most rigorous approach to the recognition of design. Given an
event, he argues, there are three explanatory possibilities.43
1. Necessity. The phases of Venus are the necessary result of
the heliocentrical solar system. Given heliocentricity and the exact
orbit of Venus, the precise phases in the precise order will appear. If
something is necessary we do not consider it designed except in the
extended sense of God having created all the cosmos.
2. Chance. If a leaf falls and lands in my soda cup right now, I
see no design significance in that except again in the most extended
43. Dembski, Design Inference.
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sense. Though here we should remember that even a sparrow does not
fall without the notice of the Father. But this is not what we usually
mean by design.
3. Design. Having eliminated the large number of events explained
by necessity and the smaller but still significant number explained by
chance or randomness, we are left with those that are or might be
designed.
Dembski has tried to provide a rigorous metric for identifying
design. In his fundamentally important book The Design Inference
and in other works, Dembski has laid out what he calls the specificity-complexity criterion for identifying design. Complexity is the
easier of the two to understand. For Dembski and those who follow
him, complexity is a form of probability. Generally, the more complex an event, the lower its probability of having happened randomly.
Complexity assesses the difficulty of having accomplished a task given
the resources available for doing so.
Complexity by itself, however, does not lead us to suppose that an
event is designed. Consider someone who flips a fair coin a thousand
times and records the results of each flip in sequence, heads, tails, tails,
heads, etc. The sequence of one thousand flips will be an extraordinarily complex and therefore highly improbable event. So much is this
the case that one person could repeatedly perform a thousand flips
from now until he dies and never repeat the same sequence twice.
To be designed, however, the complex phenomenon must follow a
defined or specified pattern. It must not be merely complex. It must be
complex in a specific or specified way. Consider as an example a scene
from the popular 1997 movie Contact that deals with the Search for
Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence (SETI) project. The movie is based on a
novel by the eminent astronomer and SETI advocate Carl Sagan.44 The
SETI project involves scanning the sky with radio-telescopes and trying to identify patterns in the electromagnetic blips that continuously
bombard the instrument. At a certain point in the movie, the lead
scientist (played by Jodie Foster) recognizes that the string of blips
and silences that she has just found precisely beats out the sequence
44. Carl Sagan, Contact: A Novel (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1985).
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of prime numbers from 1 to 101 in a binary number system of 1s and
0s, or bleeps and silences. “This isn’t noise” she exclaims, “This has
structure.” The incoming bleeps and silences are a highly complex
phenomenon, just like our thousand coin tosses. But, until it has pattern or “structure,” it is not evidence of an intelligent agent behind it.
To function as a specified pattern, the pattern must be detachable
from the event. We cannot toss the coin a thousand times and then
exclaim, “that’s the pattern I was talking about.” Since the pattern was
not present before the event you could not have been talking about it
beforehand. Moreover, you cannot just read the pattern off of the event.
What you need is a pattern that can be constructed without knowing
the event, like the prime numbers from 1 to 101. Then, when the complex event matches the pattern, we can identify it as designed.
For Dembski the specificity/complexity criterion provides a way
of distinguishing objects or events in nature that are designed from
those that are the products of necessity or chance. Necessary things
have to happen. My having a certain genetic code will necessarily
result in my being color-blind. Except in a very extended sense this
is not a designed phenomenon. On the other hand it is pure chance
which grain of sand blows into my eye on the beach. But if dirt turns
up on my lawn in a perfect five-point-star pattern we would see that as
the result of an intelligent agent, not random blowing of the wind or
some geological necessity.

VI. Intelligent Design and Mormonism
Now we come to what will be the heart of the matter: the relation between intelligent design and the faith of the Saints. I believe
that intelligent design should be seen as a welcome development for
Latter-day Saints. It is a legitimate approach to science that keeps what
should not be denied, such as the age of the earth and some idea of
progressive development. But design theorists also deny that which
the Saints should never accept, and at least some design theorists
argue for a relation between God and science that Latter-day Saints
should accept, even if many do not.
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First, we confront materialism. For modern science, materialism
means, as I demonstrated above, that matter, much as we commonly
understand it, is either (1) all that there is or (2) all that can be studied in science. I have argued that both claims are false and that even
the latest science shows them to be false. Latter-day Saints also have a
stake in this discussion, even if we grant that spirit is a special kind of
matter about which science can say nothing. Whatever “refined matter” turns out to be, it will not be the sort of matter claimed to be basic
by scientific materialism. In the case of the resurrection, the scriptures
are clear that resurrected bodies are not like ours. They are “spiritual bodies” that are so different that the apostle Paul is led to say that
“flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Corinthians
15:50; see 1 Corinthians 15:42–50; Alma 11:43–45; D&C 131:7).45 James
Faulconer has expanded on the point by showing that appearances of
resurrected beings in the restoration demonstrate that they shimmer
in extreme whiteness and brightness, they hover in the air, they can
enter and leave locked rooms at their choosing, and so forth. This does
not appear to be the kind of “matter” that science deals with. We are
better off rejecting the scientific paradigm of materialism because we
know that it is not true to the manifestations of the restoration.46
Second, I have already argued that it is a mistake to keep God out
of science. Latter-day Saints, of all people, should agree. God is active
in the world in bringing to pass his purposes. The Saints reject the
ever-more remote God of the Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment
liberal Protestantism. God, for the Saints, is near at hand; he hears
and answers prayers; he moves persons to act. Especially, he is a God
of miracles. I believe that miracles both seen in scripture and experienced regularly by the Saints involve what I shall call “counterflow.”
What I mean is that our experience of the world leads us to expect
that event X will occur (e.g., the patient will die), yet, contrary to our
understanding of the chain of natural causes, Y happens (e.g., the
45. All of these scriptures speak of a matter, a “body” that is so different from ours
that it cannot be recognized by beings such as we now are. Thus it is not the matter that
science comprehends.
46. James Faulconer, “Divine Embodiment and Transcendence: Propaedeutic Thoughts
and Questions,” Element: A Journal of Mormon Philosophy and Theology 1/1 (2005): 1–14.
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patient lives in good health for years). To recognize design as our distant scientists do is to recognize counterflow against the expected outcome of natural causes.47
If God is an agent in specific “miraculous” instances, as our personal experiences and events in ancient and modern scriptures proclaim him to be, how can we accept a scientific framework that requires
ignoring him as a possible designing agent? We should not. We would
be better off to mount a clear, decisive challenge to a picture of the world
we know to be distorted.
Many have, of course, argued that miracles involve only the working out of physical laws we do not yet understand. If we understood
the full causal context of the event as God does, we would not regard
it as the counterflow event that we do. This move is a mistake. If we
say that an event E is the result of a series of causes C1, C2, C3, and
so forth, we have to ask when God can specifically intervene in such a
causal chain if it is already established. Is it merely that God knows all
the chain of causality Cn, where we only know part of the chain Cn-x?
If what we think of as miracles are only the result of an established
causal chain, then praying for a miracle, as scripture clearly teaches
us to do, is a waste of time. The chain of natural causes already established will work out independent of our pleas.
If we reject scientific materialism, as we must, and if we are committed to a God who is active in the natural world, as we also must be,
why should we expect that God leaves no footprints in nature that we
can detect? The scriptures plainly teach that God’s design is visible in
nature. The most important text is Romans 1:20 where Paul writes:
“for the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his
eternal power and Godhead.” This teaching about God’s action and
character being visible in nature is confirmed and amplified in modern revelation. Moses is shown a cosmic vision in which it is noted
47. Miracles are ubiquitous in scripture, from large ones like raising Lazarus and
sending an angel to the sons of Mosiah, to seemingly less spectacular ones such as changing water to wine. For my purposes we should note that in Moroni 7 the teaching is clear:
God is a God of miracles, which have not ceased and which we can recognize as such.
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that there are innumerable worlds that are nevertheless “numbered”
to God, each one a divine creation that Moses can recognize with its
own proper order (Moses 1:36–37) or what Doctrine and Covenants
88 calls a law (D&C 88:13).
Likewise, Abraham is shown the precise ordering of the heavens,
an ordering that is the product of God’s creative intellect. He is shown
the ordering of the solar system—that is, “the sun and the moon.” But
he also explicitly taught that the whole universe has a precisely ordered
structure of stars, one graded above each other from God down to the
lowest order of the cosmos. Both Moses and Abraham contain revised
and expanded versions of the creation story found in Genesis 1. They
confirm the main line of the Genesis account. A close reading, however, especially of Abraham, shows two key points. The first is that
biological creation on earth is the result of an intentional divine act.
It has intention or purpose built into it (see Abraham 3:5, 8–16). This
is a view, incidentally, that Darwin and much modern biology reject.
But it is confirmed by Alma when he notes that, in the resurrection,
all things “shall be restored to their proper order, every thing to its
natural frame” (Alma 41:4). There is natural, proper, purposeful order
to nature given by God. If creation has a purpose, then, like our distant scientists encountering Voyager, we ought to recognize that it has
intentionality built into it and to investigate what it is.
The second and closely related point that emerges from a close
reading of the Abraham account is the use of the words ordered
and organize. More explicitly than in the Genesis account, creation
is said to be “ordered” by divine agency. Ordering is a process of
design, as is organizing. But if creation is “ordered” by God and we
can recognize at a minimum that it is designed and purposeful, then
why should we be content with a natural science, especially biology,
that has banished intelligent organization and purpose from its purview and that treats such concepts as radioactive or toxic, never to
be touched by science. We should reject such a science. It comports
neither with the design that all of us, from whatever faith tradition,
intuitively recognize in nature nor with the scriptural account of a
designed and purposeful nature.
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Latter-day Saints, along with others, should not “baptize” any
specific way of identifying design. No design theorist I know, including those like Bill Dembski who have offered a specific way of identifying design, asserts that the final chapter has been written. No
one who loves intellectual growth should think that such a stasis is
acceptable. But the debate should be held on our ground, not on that
of the hard materialists and others who reject a designed universe. We
should debate with others on the basis of four principles that Latterday Saints accept as fundamental. First, hard materialism of the sort
here defined is false both as a metaphysical and a methodological
claim. Second, the universe is designed by God and is purposeful.
Third, design in nature can be recognized and investigated by human
beings. Fourth, divine intentional intervention in particular moments
is real and can also be recognized by us. God is an intelligent agent
who created a purposeful world and who intervenes to ensure that his
purposes are fulfilled.

VII. Critiques of Intelligent Design
Critiques of intelligent design fall generally into three categories.
First is the claim that intelligent design is simply old-fashioned youngearth creationism repackaged for a new era. Old wine gone sour in
new wineskins still leaves one with a bitter taste. This objection is easily shown to be false. Young-earth creationism of the sort promoted
by the Institute for Creation Research and Answers in Genesis has had
Latter-day Saint supporters like metallurgist Melvin Cook and Joseph
Fielding Smith.48 The two main claims of young-earth creationism
are that the earth has a very young age (only a few thousand years)
and that species are fixed in their biological position by God—that is,
no descent with modification. Neither one of these claims plays any
necessary role in the concept of intelligent design. Someone who holds
either one or both of these propositions may also accept intelligent
design. But accepting intelligent design as a critique of and alternative
48. Melvin A. Cook, Science and Mormonism: Correlations, Conflicts and Concilia
tions (Salt Lake City: Deseret News Press, 1967); and Joseph Fielding Smith, Man, His
Origin and Destiny (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1954).
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to the complete sufficiency of randomness and natural selection does
not commit one to either one of these propositions that define youngearth creationism.
The second line of criticism of intelligent design claims that it is
not science because either no body of scientists accepts it or because
it has not been published in peer-reviewed forums. The first claim
that no body of scientists accepts it is wrong and, if adhered to, would
doom scientific innovators who do not accept the “prevailing wisdom.” Hence, the critics argue that when innovators present their
findings there is no body of scientists who accept them. So what?
When Einstein published his work, most scientists remained attached
to Newtonian absolute space and time. When Hubble showed that the
universe was expanding, many astronomers rejected the implications
of his findings. Mendel was ignored in his own day. The list could go on
endlessly. Intelligent design as a specific alternative to neo-Darwinism
is no more than twenty years old. Twenty years after Copernicus published his theory, the leading astronomer of the day, Tyco Brahe, was
still trying to make Ptolemaic astronomy work. A list of scientists who
doubt the complete sufficiency of Darwinism now comprises over six
hundred names and is growing.49
On the matter of publication, we can also note that a number of
key works in intelligent design have in fact been published by major
academic presses who have rigorous peer-review standards. William
Dembski’s The Design Inference was published by Cambridge Uni
versity Press. His follow-up key text No Free Lunch was published by
Rowman and Littlefield, a major American academic publisher. A collection of work-by-design thinkers has appeared from Michigan State
University Press. Most recently a collection containing the key debate
over intelligent design, theistic evolution, and complexity theory, with
papers from thinkers in each camp, has been published by Cambridge.
A number of other book chapters and papers looking at nature from
a design theoretical perspective have also been published. Latter-day
Saints might note that the essential core of an intelligent design critique
of Darwinism was published decades ago in one of the world’s leading
49. See www.dissentfromdarwin.org (accessed 12 October 2006).
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scientific journals, Nature, by LDS plant geneticist Frank Salisbury.50
Salisbury’s argument was that, if we take the known rate of genetic
change in nature, we can get a good estimate of the time it will take
to develop from single-celled organisms to complex organisms like
human beings. We can then compare the time needed for randomness
to do the work with the time allotted by astronomers to the age of the
planet. The time estimates are wildly incongruent. The time needed
was vastly more than the time available. A nonrandom (i.e., designed)
process would account for the discrepancy, argued Salisbury, but that
was seemingly ruled out a priori by most scientists. Salisbury’s paper
was critiqued by leading neo-Darwinist John Maynard Smith and
defended by others. Smith, however, came to admit that we must “put
an arrow on” evolution (i.e., affirm that it has a direction from simple
to complex) that evolution itself does not provide.51
A key criticism is that design is a “science stopper.” In other
words, claiming design allows us to simply stop doing science with
the easy claim that “oh, God designed that,” without further investigation. But ignoring design when it is actually present is just as
likely to be a “science stopper.” Remember the other world on which
Voyager lands. If those scientists ignore design as a relevant hypothesis and just assume randomness—for example, “this is just another
meteor”—they will ignore a vast and relevant line of investigation.
How was it designed? Who designed it? What was it designed for?
Consider also the SETI project mentioned above. To do SETI research
requires adopting the hypothesis that some sequences of the electromagnetic radiation from deep space they study might not be random, but designed. Furthermore, unless they are already convinced
of atheism like Sagan, they cannot, on scientific grounds, rule out the
idea that the intelligent agent who organizes the pattern they record
is in some real sense divine. Forensic scientists too need to recognize
design. Did the deceased just fall or was she pushed from the balcony?
Was it a ricochet bullet or a direct, designed hit?
50. Frank B. Salisbury, “Natural Selection and the Complexity of the Gene,” Nature
224 (1969): 342–43.
51. John Maynard Smith, On Evolution (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1972).
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This criticism is connected to an old claim about not mixing God
and science called the “god of the gaps” objection. The claim is that
religious people are fond of pointing to some feature of the world we
do not understand and saying “God did that.” Divine action supposedly fills in the “gap” in our knowledge. Yet when we do get a scientific
or material account, religious people are forced into an ever tighter
corner. However, intelligent design is not a “god of the gaps” strategy.
Design thinkers do not merely insist on gaps in our knowledge since
this is a point that everyone recognizes but that is irrelevant. Rather,
they believe that there are features of our world that are best explained
as the result of a designing intelligence. The claim of design is not
made on the basis of ignorance but, like our distant scientists, on the
basis of our knowledge of nature and of action of natural causes.
Intelligent design does not represent a threat to science nor is it
a conspiracy, as some fanatical opponents have alleged. Its explanatory framework and premises are there for all to see. Moreover, it is
not a movement with a credo. There are vigorous debates within the
design camp that are just as serious as those between design and the
alternatives. Two examples of this will shed light on design theory
itself. One has been hinted at in the earlier sections of this paper. Is
there a specific framework for detecting design, such as Dembski’s
specificity-complexity criterion, or is the recognition of design more
intuitive, recognizing counterflow against an established understanding of nature, as proposed by Del Ratzsch? This is a fundamental disagreement among those who are friends of design. This debate has
serious theoretical consequences for whether a set of tests of design
theory can be organized. Second is a profound debate about what
can be called the metaphysics of design. Is design best understood as
external to the object designed, like a sculptor who takes raw materials and designs a sculpture, or a potter who makes a vessel out of
clay? Or is design something internal to the thing, especially in the
case of living things like human beings? Are telos and form internal
to us? Do we have a final purpose and a structure or form intrinsic
to this purpose inherent in us? Is design something similar to what
modern engineers do and should recognize, or is the plan inherent in
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the living theory, as Aristotle holds? Like disputes in the sciences over
such things as the big bang, Darwinian gradualism, or punctuated
equilibrium, design theory has no formal creed. But it has given rise to
vigorous and worthy discussion. Ignoring it or rejecting it out of hand
is bias, not science.

Conclusion
In my view, Latter-day Saints as well as serious Christians generally should be sympathetic to and supportive of intelligent design.
We must reject materialism. We must accept God’s intervention in
nature. Finally, we must hold that God’s action in nature is at times
plainly visible. Once these core convictions are held as control beliefs,
intelligent design cannot be denied.
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Appendix
Two recent works directed at an LDS audience have focused on
evolution and Mormonism. Though on the surface they appear different, there is a good deal of overlap, even though the authors of the
one book criticize an earlier attempt by the author of the other book
to address evolution and Mormonism.
The first and most widely known book is Evolution and Mormonism: A Quest for Understanding, by Trent Stephens and Jeffrey Meldrum from Idaho State University. Stephens is a biologist and Meldrum
primarily a vertebrate paleontologist.52 The second work is The Case
for Divine Design: Cells, Complexity, and Creation, by Frank Salisbury,
emeritus professor of plant physiology at Utah State University.53
The Meldrum and Stephens book is more directly aimed at a
Latter-day Saint audience. The authors discuss in some detail the literature from LDS General Authorities and official statements about
evolution. From this literature, they conclude that church leaders have
not taken a position on evolutionary theory. They then review the evidence for the interconnectedness of all life, especially the closeness of
the human form and physiology to that of primates. Finally they conclude that evolution is at least compatible with Latter-day Saint beliefs
and is currently the best science available.
The weakness of the book is its failure to distinguish between evolution as a claim about descent and evolution as a claim about random
variations coupled with natural selection as a mechanism of change.
When this distinction is made, it seems clear that, however much
Meldrum and Stephens refer to Darwin, they are only partially his followers. This is the case because they reject pure randomness and argue
instead for nonrandom, guided biological development. Nonrandom
or guided development is an important area of current research on
52. Trent D. Stephens, D. Jeffrey Meldrum, and Forrest B. Peterson, Evolution and
Mormonism: A Quest for Understanding (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 2001); see
Frank B. Salisbury’s review of this book in “Creation by Evolution?” FARMS Review 18/1
(2006): 313–19.
53. Frank B. Salisbury, The Case for Divine Design: Cells, Complexity, and Creation
(Springville, UT: Cedar Fort, 2006).
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which Stephens has published peer-reviewed studies. For inspiration they turn to early twentieth-century British biologist D’Arcy
Thompson, who argued that physical laws led to the specific forms of
living things, which thus constricted the further possibilities of random development. But if evolutionary randomness is constrained by
form and does not fully explain form, then rigid Darwinism must be
given up.54
Frank Salisbury was sometimes thought of as a creationist because
he thought that random variations and natural selection were an insufficient mechanism of evolutionary change. Young-earth creationists
tried unsuccessfully to convert him to their cause. Salisbury, however,
was never a creationist of any sort. He always accepted the evidence of
a very old earth and a descent of organisms from simple to complex.
The book here referred to, unlike his earlier publications in this area,
is not specifically aimed at a Latter-day Saint audience. The jacket text
by Morris Cline, emeritus professor of cell and molecular biology at
Ohio State, refers to him as “a devoted Christian scientist.” LDS authors
and authoritative statements are only treated in a brief five-page appendix. But the book is published by a small Utah publisher with a largely
Mormon audience, so we shall treat it in comparison with Stephens and
Meldrum’s book.
Salisbury’s book may be most properly thought of as a direct
descendent of Michael Behe’s Darwin’s Black Box in its main argument. Like Behe, Salisbury is impressed with design at the cellular and
subcellular level. He is unimpressed with and critical of the responses
to Behe. Most of them amount to what he, like Behe, calls “just so”
stories. As noted earlier, such a criticism goes like this: Behe, or someone else such as Salisbury himself, presents an example of an irreducibly complex mechanism or event like the origin of life on earth or
the blood-clotting mechanism. The critic responds by saying “it might
have evolved (or started ) like this” without showing that it did or
without even showing in detail how it might have. Salisbury is rightly
unimpressed.
54. D’Arcy W. Thompson, On Growth and Form, abridged, ed. John T. Bonner (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1961).
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Unlike Behe, who wrote for a national audience, and Stephens
and Meldrum, who include much material directed specifically at
LDS audiences, Salisbury includes a survey of various views relative
to the creation account, including young-earth creationism, old-earth
or day-age creationism, the gap theory favored by those like Talmage,
who believed in pre-Adamite hominoids, and others. He then reviews
much of the same material from biochemistry and cell biology that
suggests design. He adds to Behe’s approach an especially rich discussion of the problem of the origin of cellular life on earth. He shows
that while there are many theoretical approaches to the question of
origins, none of them has gained wide acceptance. We still have no
solid account of life’s origin. Salisbury, of course, believes that creation was “the work of an intelligent creator.” If we start here, we
are not left with a complete mystery of how to get a highly complex
information code (i.e., DNA in living organisms) from an information-empty or highly limited starting point. The creation starts with
an agent who possesses all the necessary information. Though in the
end he professes not to have made up his mind on crucial points, it is
clear that he believes that divine design can be seen at the biochemical
and cellular level and in the origin of life. What thus appears is that,
though Stephens and Meldrum stress evolutionary development for
their LDS audience and Salisbury stresses design, they both end up
rejecting randomness and natural selection as a complete and sufficient explanation for the development of living things on earth. If, as
the authoritative LDS materials cited in and quoted by Stephens and
Meldrum universally hold, the coming of human beings (and thus the
development of their physical bodies) is under God’s direction, how
could they not reject randomness?

Work, Worship, and Grace
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D

ouglas Davies comes highly qualified to describe and assess the
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He will deliver the plenary address at the annual meeting of the
Society for Mormon Philosophy and Theology hosted 22–24 March
2007 at Brigham Young University. He is also an ordained priest in
the Church of England.
As can be seen from the survey of his bibliography appended to
this review (appendix A), Davies has published extensively on Mor
mon topics. Davies often explains that he is writing as neither advocate nor critic of Mormonism. Rather, he attempts a detached, academic approach to Latter-day Saint culture and religion.
Davies’s work The Mormon Culture of Salvation is an insightful
treatment of religious ritual, practice, and beliefs pertaining to salvation in Latter-day Saint culture. His “outsider” perspective can provoke reflection for those who have lived their entire lives within the
Latter-day Saint faith. Though at points Davies’s writing, especially
his ventures down divergent anthropological streams, may be difficult
to navigate for the casual reader, overall the book is eminently readable. Most important, it delivers on its promise to provide a deeper
understanding of the Mormon culture of salvation and, thus, makes a
substantial contribution to Mormon studies.
While Davies addresses issues from perspectives that may not be
familiar to some readers, most of his passages are marked by clarity
and insight wholly accessible to all, with prose both moving and illuminating. Consider the following striking passage:
In the Mormon history of salvation the literal pioneer trek
to a promised land passed into a new ritual path of salvation. . . .
Whether in the room above Joseph Smith’s shop in Nauvoo, in
the Endowment House of Salt Lake City or the St. George Temple
and, after it, the other great temples of the Latter-day movement,
Saints could act within a site of destiny: a sacred place in which
death was subjugated and a rich promise of eternity was held out
to those who would be faithful to their endowment vows. Even
	. We know of two very brief reviews of Davies’s book: Richard Lyman Bushman,
review of The Mormon Culture of Salvation: Force, Grace and Glory, by Douglas J. Davies,
Journal of Religion 82/1 (2001–2): 117–18; and Malise Ruthven, Journal of Contemporary
Religion 16/2 (1 May 2001): 239–43.
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if wickedness might have arisen within the Salt Lake community, so that heaven on earth was impossible, given a community
where the evil were ever mixed with the good, the temple could
arise as a citadel of hope. These were places to subdue the powers
of death. For as the Saints had the mysteries of their own potential divinity revealed to them and were inducted into ritual acts
and given the crucial words of power, they were furnished with
the means of passing through death into the eternal realms of
exaltation, passing angels as they went. (p. 92)
Davies expresses much more than just the importance of temple worship to Latter-day Saints. The imagery evoked captures a fundamental
spirit of temple rituals, juxtaposing the suffering and trials of the persecuted pioneers with God’s goodness in supplying a citadel of hope,
apart from mobs and deceitful brethren. A people constantly confronted with the harsh realities of temporal death were allowed a place
to contemplate something more lasting—the bonds of eternity. Davies
thus powerfully connects early Latter-day Saint difficulties with the
profound consolation found in temple worship.
While we believe Davies to be accurate in his overall impression
of the temple and many other aspects of the Mormon culture of salvation, there are also observations he makes with which many Latterday Saints would disagree. In the hopes of occasioning continuing
dialogue, we focus on three topics wherein we believe Davies’s book
falls short: the relation of temple work to worship, the Mormon teaching on grace, and the role of Christ’s death on the cross in Latter-day
Saint understanding of the atonement.

Temple Work as Worship
“Mormon temples,” according to Davies, “are also regularly regarded more as places of work than of worship. Indeed, the idea of worship is not a prime consideration in the temple in the sense of extended
periods of reflective quietude or of communal song or chant” (p. 75).
However, doing temple work for the living and the dead, Davies says,
“does not contradict the idea of worship; in fact it is entirely consonant
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with the LDS ethic of activity. The temple offers a prime setting for a
sanctified activism. To be active is a key Mormon value” (p. 75). Davies
does acknowledge the role of the celestial room in providing an atmosphere for personal spiritual reflection and communion. He writes, for
instance, that after engaging in temple rituals, family members may
“linger in the Celestial Room . . . and there may experience a sense of
the presence of God in a special way” (p. 76). The celestial room in the
temple is meant to remind Latter-day Saints of their spiritual goals and
the promises made to them and is, as Davies acknowledges, a sacred
place to be in a special way in the presence of God.
This room does in fact provide a setting for “extended periods of
reflective quietude” and is also a place for spiritual self-examination
and for quiet prayers of gratitude and of supplication; indeed, this
place nearly demands an attitude of worshipful contemplation. Thus,
we believe that Davies’s characterization is incomplete when inferring
that the idea of personal worship is not a prime consideration for those
who attend the temple.
Kathleen Hughes, first counselor in the Relief Society general presidency, describes Latter-day Saint understandings of temple worship well:
Because the temple is a house of peace, a house of revelation,
a house of prayer, we should prepare ourselves to partake of
the spirit and gifts that reside there for us as [children] of our
Heavenly Father. Preparing to experience the blessings of the
temple requires that we go humbly, prayerfully, and thoughtfully, that we willingly put aside the world and its worries.
It requires that while in the temple we are attentive and we
actively and thoughtfully listen and participate in ordinances
we receive for ourselves and for others.
In many cases the idea of worship is a prime consideration for those who
attend the temple. And that worship even includes corporate worship.
	. Kathleen Hughes, in “Visiting Teaching Message: Prepare for Temple Worship,”
Ensign, April 2003, 74.
	. Davies characterizes the temple as a place of “sanctified activism” (p. 75) and some
individual and family contemplation, but not of “corporate” or “congregational worship”
(p. 76). However, congregational worship is an important aspect of temple worship, among
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As Davies points out, when Latter-day Saints go to the temple they
often say they are going there to do “temple work.” However, we maintain that such statements are not in the least discordant with the idea of
worship and that Latter-day Saints (unlike Davies) generally do not find
work and worship dichotomous. Indeed, we contend that any work performed with the Spirit and on the behalf of others actually is worship
and not merely, as Davies says, activity that does “not contradict the idea
of worship” (p. 75). This theme occurs repeatedly in Latter-day Saint literature. Consider, for instance, Elder Bruce R. McConkie’s teaching that
“true and perfect worship consists in following in the steps of the Son of
God” and President Joseph Fielding Smith’s claim that “worship is far
more than prayer and preaching and gospel performance. The supreme
act of worship is to keep the commandments.” These statements can be
related to the injunction to worship God with all our “might, mind, and
strength” (2 Nephi 25:29).
While it is easy to see how conventional modes of worship involve
our hearts and our minds, it is much harder to see how our might and
strength could be expended other than actively. We argue for such
an understanding based upon both biblical precedent and modern
revelation. The biblical record is replete with the idea of work as worship. Consider Colossians 3:16–17, where Paul writes: “Let the word of
Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and admonishing
one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with
grace in your hearts to the Lord. And whatsoever ye do in word or deed,
do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God and the
the many others. Perhaps the clearest example of “corporate” worship in the temple setting is the participation in prayer circles by a significant number of temple patrons. One of
the purposes of this practice is to “bind together the religious participants as a group” in
a sacred relationship with God. See D. Michael Quinn, “Latter-day Saint Prayer Circles,”
BYU Studies 19/1 (1978): 79. Sealing rites usually performed in the company of extended
family and close friends bind couples and families for eternity, with the eventual intent to
bind the entire human family in one, link by family link—a rather ambitious corporate
project. Even the reception of the endowment and the making of individual covenants with
God are carried out in a group setting.
	. Bruce R. McConkie, “How to Worship,” Ensign, December 1971, 130.
	. Joseph Fielding Smith, “I Know That My Redeemer Liveth,” Ensign, December
1971, 27.

88 • The FARMS Review 18/2 (2006)

Father by him” (emphasis added). The close connection here between
activities conventionally associated with worship (“singing,” “teaching and admonishing” in “songs and hymns,” etc.) and all other activities indicates that Paul sees no disconnect between the “inner” activities of worship and contemplation and the outer activities of daily life
and religious service. Indeed, James indicated that what we do in our
daily activities forms the core of our religious devotion: “Pure religion
and undefiled before God and the Father is this, To visit the fatherless
and widows in their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the
world” (James 1:27).
If we think that we still must place greater emphasis on the activity of quiet reflection than upon Christian labor, consider that Jesus,
when confronted by Jewish authorities for working on the Sabbath,
explained that working lay at the core of the divine life: “My Father is
always at his work to this very day, and I, too, am working” (John 5:17
NIV). By so working, Jesus devoted his entire life to the true worship
of his Father, and he emphatically reinforced the authority of the first
commandment to “worship the Lord thy God, and him only . . . serve”
(Matthew 4:10; see 22:37).
Other sources further corroborate a close connection between work
and worship. For instance, in Hebrew, the word for worship, ʿavodah,
derives from the word denoting labor and service, the same word used
when Adam is told that by the sweat of his brow he is to earn his bread.
When the Israelites went to the temple to perform their sacrifices, they
referred to these activities using variants of ʿavodah, combining both
aspects of the word to express the fact that their activities were consecrated to the service of the Lord. Perhaps one might raise the objection that, in Mormon temple work, the service is not given “directly” to
the Lord but is rather done on behalf of one’s deceased relatives. Surely,
however, this objection comes up short when we consider that the Lord
wants the salvation of all his children (1 Timothy 2:3–4) and that both
uniquely Latter-day Saint scripture and traditional Christian verses
declare that any service given by us to our neighbors is ultimately service to our God (Mosiah 2:17; Matthew 25:40).
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It seems, then, that Latter-day Saints (and Christians generally)
can find a middle ground between the apparent dilemma of Mary’s
foot washing and Martha’s housecleaning: provided that our housecleaning is devoted to the Lord and is according to his purposes, others will simultaneously receive the blessings of our Christian labors
and we will receive the blessing of being instructed by the Lord in
worship. While the Bible provides ample evidence that soul-saving
work is in fact worship, Latter-day Saints may even consider such work
to be worship of the highest order. Anyone familiar with Latter-day
Saint teachings knows that one of the most frequently quoted Book of
Mormon passages is that of King Benjamin’s declaration, “I tell you
these things that ye may learn wisdom; that ye may learn that when
ye are in the service of your fellow beings ye are only in the service
of your God” (Mosiah 2:17). What greater service can one render to
another than to unlock the gate to the path of salvation?
According to President Gordon B. Hinckley, “These unique and
wonderful buildings, and the ordinances administered therein, represent the ultimate in our worship. These ordinances become the most
profound expressions of our theology.” While Davies appropriately
attempts to distinguish the Saints’ participation in temple ritual from
weekly worship services held in chapels or meetinghouses, the general
distinction he draws between worship and temple work does not comport with Latter-day Saint self-understanding.

Grace and Active Discipleship
The connection Davies draws between temple work and the em
phasis Latter-day Saints put on sanctified activity is both insightful
and, in our opinion, largely correct. The problem in Davies’s account,
as we see it, is one of balance—a problem that also reveals itself in
Davies’s discussion of grace in Mormon culture. There is no doubt
that human agency and proactive approaches to salvation are distinctly emphasized in Latter-day Saint theology. However, we believe
	. Gordon B. Hinckley, “Of Missions, Temples, and Stewardship,” Ensign, November
1995, 53.
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that this emphasis in no way diminishes (nor, to our knowledge, has it
ever diminished) the role of grace nor the centrality of Jesus Christ as
Lord and Savior of all creation.
In many cases, activity and work are meant to accentuate what,
in the Mormon perspective, is a complementary doctrine of works
and dependence upon Christ for salvation. Regarding the connection,
Elder Russell M. Nelson of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles wrote
of two concepts that need to be kept especially in mind as one prepares to attend the temple:
The first is covenant. . . . A covenant made with God should be
regarded not as restrictive but as protective. . . .
The second concept to stress in our mental preparation
is Atonement. The Atonement of Jesus Christ is the central
act of all human history. It is the core of the plan of salvation.
Without the infinite Atonement, all mankind would be irretrievably lost. Temple ordinances and covenants teach of the
redeeming power of the Atonement.
In the temple, members of the church make covenants with God.
Every action in the temple nonetheless remains intimately connected
with divine grace, as displayed in the atonement of Jesus Christ, without which nothing else that happens in the temple has any meaning.
Elder Dallin H. Oaks helps us understand how Christ and his atonement give significance to what occurs in the temple.
The scriptures speak of the Lord’s putting his name in a temple because he gives authority for his name to be used in the
sacred ordinances of that house. That is the meaning of [Joseph
Smith’s] reference to the Lord’s putting his name upon his people in that holy house. (See D&C 109:26.)
Willingness to take upon us the name of Jesus Christ can
therefore be understood as willingness to take upon us the
authority of Jesus Christ. According to this meaning, by partak	. Russell M. Nelson, “Prepare for Blessings of the Temple,” Ensign, March 2002,
21–22, last emphasis added.
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ing of the sacrament we witness our willingness to participate
in the sacred ordinances of the temple and to receive the highest blessings available through the name and by the authority of
the Savior when he chooses to confer them upon us.
It is the authority of Jesus Christ that gives sacred ordinances performed in the temple their meaning; it is the Savior’s name that members
of the church take upon themselves when they go into the temple; his
authority is what Latter-day Saints believe gives validity to ordinances
performed in sacred places. It is Christ’s name and authority that make
any blessing or benefit from temple ordinances possible, and such blessings come “when he chooses to confer them upon us.” Whatever power
temple ordinances have comes from Christ. His grace, not the actions
of men, has the power to offer exaltation. Though Latter-day Saints
very much believe that God asks certain things of them before they can
receive the “highest blessings available,” never, from Joseph Smith to the
present, has there been taught any way to receive those blessings except
“by the authority of the Savior”; it is his choice to confer them and his
grace by which they are conferred.
The doctrine of our dependence on God and the atonement of
Jesus Christ for salvation runs deep through the teachings of Joseph
Smith and of every Latter-day Saint prophet after him. Though Davies
does make several insightful connections between Latter-day Saint
ideals of activity and corresponding expressions of salvation in the
Mormon culture, we believe that some of his perspectives regarding
the church’s doctrine of grace miss the mark. Within the final pages
of his work, Davies writes:
It is worth reiterating the point that, while Mormons have long
tended to avoid the notion of grace, because of its Protestant
association with notions of spiritual rebirth, it may well be
that growth in size and self-assurance will encourage some
	. Dallin H. Oaks, “Taking upon Us the Name of Jesus Christ,” Ensign, May 1985, 81.
	. The LDS Bible Dictionary, 697, speaking of grace, explains that “The main idea
of the word is divine means of help or strength, given through the bounteous mercy and
love of Jesus Christ. . . . This grace is an enabling power that allows men and women to lay
hold on eternal life and exaltation after they have expended their own best efforts.”
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Saints to stress it once more. Grace will become a resource
for those active Saints who have done all they feel able to do
and yet, still, feel themselves lacking in final religious bene
fit. The advantage possessed by Mormonism is that its pool
of potential orientations contains doctrinal elements of grace
within it. In practice, it is likely that the dissonance between
self-willed activism and divinely bestowed love will continue
to enhance a creative tension of LDS spirituality that will foster further growth. (p. 265)
Davies’s claim that “Mormons have long tended to avoid the notion of
grace” seems misleading. It is true that Latter-day Saints have consistently rejected certain formulations of what Davies calls a “Protestant”
approach to grace. For instance, Latter-day Saints reject all five principles of the Calvinistic doctrine of grace enunciated at the Council
of Dort and represented by the acronym TULIP (Total depravity,
Unconditional election, Limited atonement, Irresistible grace, and the
Perseverance of the saints). To the extent that Latter-day Saints avoid
some traditional Christian locutions (such as being “born again” or
“grace alone” or even “saved”) for expressing their doctrine of grace,
it is because objectionable theological baggage has unfortunately become associated with the terms. However, this avoidance does not
constitute (nor has it ever constituted) an avoidance of a doctrine of
grace nor the rejection of a resource on which church members can
rely when they “feel themselves lacking.” Any avoidance of “grace” has
been merely nominal and not doctrinal.
The “Discourse of Grace”
Before we are able to further draw out this doctrine of grace,
however, we must clarify some equivocations in the use of the term
grace. Davies writes that “When LDS authors speak of grace they are
radically aware of several ways of interpreting the term and also of the
ethical and social consequences of each perspective” (p. 54). Davies
identifies two senses of grace, the first of which he calls the “traditional” interpretation of the evangelicals. In this sense, Davies says,
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grace leaves no room to speak of works in contributing to salvation
because they simply exist in two separate grammars of discourse. A
good life, full of good works, is a practical consequence of receiving
grace but contributes nothing to the salvation guaranteed by grace.
Davies writes that, concerning the evangelical view,
In this argument grace on the part of God and faith on the
part of individuals belong, one might say, to the same logical
type. The idea of having to earn salvation or even of having to
engage in certain acts because one has been given grace plays
no part in this equation precisely because the grammars of
discourse of grace and works belong to different logical types
of thought, argument and action. (p. 54)
The second sense Davies identifies is that of “grace as divine love
and forgiveness of God . . . to remove the sin, the original sin, introduced by Adam” (pp. 54–55). Davies here is directing his discussion
to the Latter-day Saint doctrine that through the atonement of Christ,
resurrection and appointment to some degree of glory are guaranteed
for all humankind, save sons of perdition. He makes the point that
though this is true for both those inside and outside the church, active
Latter-day Saints are able to achieve the desired “level of glory, or of
salvation,” only through certain performances within the religious
and moral spheres. Davies marks what he sees as a “divide” between
the atonement of Christ and what Latter-day Saints refer to as “exaltation,” which needs to be crossed dynamically with human effort and
the accomplishment of certain works.
Even here Davies’s account of the Latter-day Saint doctrine of
grace misses the mark in at least three ways: (1) Latter-day Saints
believe that our individual sins (not just the original sin introduced
by Adam) are forgiven as a result of God’s grace. (2) Latter-day Saints
believe that salvation (in the Protestant sense of that term—salvation
from death and hell, coupled with immortality in the presence of God)
is graciously and unconditionally granted to all but sons of perdition.
(3) For Latter-day Saints the real issue of salvation has to do with the
individual’s continued growth into God’s likeness (sanctification) and
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exaltation, which are the synergistic outcome of divine grace and
human striving. It is the Latter-day Saint degrees-of-glory eschatology that does not fit nicely with Protestant models of grace, grafted as
they are to a heaven-or-hell eschatology.10
In order to appreciate the possible misunderstandings that arise
from failing to consider complex Latter-day Saint eschatology, that
eschatology must be briefly summarized. According to Latter-day
Saint doctrine, there are three principal “degrees of glory” in the hereafter: the telestial, the terrestrial, and the celestial (in order from lowest to highest). Those in the telestial kingdom—in short, those who did
not deny the Holy Spirit but never received the testimony of Jesus and
spent their lives in wickedness—will still enjoy a glory that exceeds
our present comprehension, despite being initially “thrust down to
hell” (D&C 76:89; 76:84). They will ultimately enjoy the ministrations
of the Holy Spirit but not the full presence of the Godhead (D&C
76:86). Those in the terrestrial kingdom include, among others, those
who did not receive the gospel in the flesh but afterwards received it
when the Son visited and taught them in spirit prison (vv. 73–74), as
well as those who received the gospel in the flesh but were not valiant
in the testimony of Jesus (v. 79). These will receive of the “glory” of
the Father but not of his “fulness,” presumably meaning that they will
10. Salvation is an all-or-nothing affair for most Protestants, making the distinction
between “born again” and “unregenerate” correspond exactly to that between “saved”
and “damned.” For Latter-day Saints, though, most of the “unregenerate” receive a degree
of glory—one which passes all earthly understanding (D&C 76:89)—for having chosen to
come to earth and for deciding not to deny the Holy Spirit. Moreover, Latter-day Saints
hold that the life led by those receiving lower degrees of glory is substantially different
from that supposedly enjoyed in Protestant heaven or hell. Those in the telestial kingdom
for instance (and thus some of those that are “saved”) do not enjoy the full presence of
the Godhead as they would in Protestant versions of heaven. However, the absence of the
Father and the Son (which in this respect would equate to Protestant notions of hell) is a
far cry from the Protestant notion of eternal torment, as they still enjoy the presence of
God the Holy Spirit and a glory beyond human comprehension. Similarly, the residents
of the terrestrial kingdom are neither clearly “saved” nor clearly “damned” according
to Protestant definitions: they have accepted the testimony of Jesus (corresponding to
“saved”) but have not been valiant therein and receive only the “glory” and not the “full
presence” of the Father (corresponding in this sense to “damned”). Clearly, given these
and other differences, the Latter-day Saint understanding of salvation cannot be directly
correlated to Protestant soteriology and eschatology.
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not progress to share fully in the divine perfection (D&C 76:75–76,
79). They too will not enjoy the full presence of the Godhead, being
with the Son and the Holy Spirit but not the “fulness” of the Father
(D&C 76:77). Those in the celestial kingdom—“just men made perfect
through Jesus the mediator of the new covenant,” or, in other words,
those who enter into and are faithful to gospel covenants—will dwell
eternally with the Godhead, being made equal to the Father in power,
might, and dominion (D&C 76:69, 95). Within the celestial kingdom,
those in the highest of the three levels of glory are those who have
entered into eternal marriage (D&C 131:2–3) and remained faithful to
that covenant (D&C 132:19). They are the only ones who will have
“eternal increase” (D&C 131:4; 132:19), which many Latter-day Saints
have understood to mean “eternal increase in progeny.”11 It is these
individuals who are referred to as “gods” within Latter-day Saint
scriptures, seeing as they are granted powers, dominions, might, and
increase equal to that which the Father possesses.
Without focusing on the implications of the eschatology and soteriology described above, Davies’s further explanations continue to
miss the mark. For instance, he writes that
it is this point that introduces a logical problem into the LDS
discussion of grace. For, on one understanding of this scheme
of things, it is the individual’s own level of performance in
the moral sphere, within the context of church organization,
that will yield the appropriate level of glory, or of salvation. . . .
In other words, achievements or “works” belong to the same
logical type as rewards or salvation, and they are grounded in
human effort. (p. 55)
As noted, Latter-day Saints do not accept the Protestant assumption that faith/grace and human agency/actions/works constitute two
separate grammars of discourse. To the contrary, we believe that it is
false and that James and even Paul, as well as living prophets, make
it clear that faith/grace and human agency/actions/works are actually
11. See Shirley S. Ricks, “Eternal Lives, Eternal Increase,” in Encyclopedia of Mor
monism, 2:465.
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inseparable. Moreover, though he mentions it, Davies again fails to adequately consider the bearing on the issue of the Mormon distinctions
(1) between salvation and exaltation in general and (2) between degrees
of salvation in particular.
He makes the point that the lines of argument taken by Latter-day
Saint authors like Robert Millet and Stephen Robinson maintain that
a robust doctrine of saving grace can be found within Mormon beliefs
but seem to do so in discord with “much LDS material on religious life”
(p. 56). The views which to Davies seem out of place in a traditional
Mormon context, and his assessment of the matter, come to light in the
following passage:
Millet’s text addresses the issue of salvation by saying, “my good
works are necessary, but they are not sufficient.” Then in striking
terms he adds, “I cannot work myself into celestial glory, and I
cannot guarantee myself a place among the sanctified through
my own unaided efforts. . . . It is not by my own merits that I will
ever make it. Rather it is by and through the merits of Christ.”
Given their stress on divine and not human action, these are
relatively strange affirmations of salvation in ordinary Mormon
discussion. But the cultural dilemma still does not disappear, for
Millet is clear in maintaining the importance of human activity.
. . . What is intriguing is that earlier in his book Millet echoes the
extremely traditional language of Protestant theology by using,
in a most positive way, the terms of imputed righteousness. “[The
Lord] takes the sin. He imputes to us his righteousness. That is
the only way we can become righteous in eternity. People do not
become perfect just by striving. . . .” It is, in fact, unusual to find
an established LDS writer, and a key figure in the religious education world of Brigham Young University . . . in this kind of discussion of religious experience. (p. 59)
With one exception, these affirmations are neither unusual nor
strange.12 Latter-day Saints have never taught that they can guarantee
12. One of these terms, imputed righteousness, seems to be an exception and does
seem foreign to LDS discourse. No clear discussion of it was found in recent writings of
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themselves a place among the sanctified through their own unaided
efforts or by means of their own merits. They have consistently taught
throughout their history that Christ’s is the only name by which salvation can come and that it comes by the grace of God manifest in
the atonement of Christ. The church has always also taught, however,
that God’s grace does not absolve us of having particular duties to
perform. This is not to say that it is the performance of the things God
asks of us through which salvation comes—only that God continues
to expect certain things of us apart from the grace he freely gives.
Heavy emphasis on human action in relation to salvation has usually been made in polemical contexts in which Latter-day Saints have
defended their doctrine against the claim of salvation by grace alone.
Elder Neal A. Maxwell writes, regarding the parable of the unprofitable servant from the New Testament, that
God’s generosity [or grace] toward us is not to be expressed
by the dilution of the demands of duty that He lays upon us.
Where much is given, much is expected—not the other way
around. Nor is divine generosity to be expressed by a lessening of God’s standards concerning what is to be done. Rather,
when much is given and much is done by the disciple, then
God’s generosity is overwhelming!13
The idea of God asking that we do something before the fullness
of his blessings is conferred is quite common in Christendom, even if
it is believed that all he asks is that we accept Christ as our personal
Savior. In this case it is usually understood that it is not the confessing
itself that saves, but the grace that is given due to the confessing. This
is similar to the church’s teaching that we are saved by grace “after all
ecclesiastical leaders, though Millet himself cites Elder D. Todd Christofferson’s “Justi
fication and Sanctification,” Ensign, June 2001, 18–25, as using the idea. We believe that
Elder Christofferson’s text does not clearly teach the doctrine of imputed righteousness
(and may in fact contradict it). We believe the doctrine to be problematic; it requires
an impossible transferability of righteousness, demands an untenable penal substitution
theory of the atonement, and entails that God declare sinners righteous when they in fact
are not. See Blake T. Ostler, Exploring Mormon Thought: The Problems of Theism and the
Love of God (Salt Lake City: Kofford Books, 2006), 352–61.
13. Neal A. Maxwell, Even As I Am (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1982), 86.
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we can do.” Note that it is grace that saves, even if God mandates the
mode of our acceptance of the grace. The teaching of a doctrine of
grace, like the one Davies found out of place from Millet, is traceable
through the history of the church. Elder W. Rolfe Kerr put the concept
well when he writes, with reference to his childhood days of living on
a farm:
After we plowed, planted, irrigated, and cultivated the fields,
we cast our fate in His hands. We worked hard but knew that
without the sunshine and rain, the grace and mercy of God,
and the benevolence of loving parents, we could accomplish
nothing.
Is not this faith in and dependence upon God what King
Benjamin taught when he said: “If you should render all the
thanks and praise which your whole soul has power to possess, to that God who has created you, . . . if ye should serve
him with all your whole souls yet ye would be unprofitable
servants. . . . And now I ask, can ye say aught of yourselves? I
answer you, Nay. Ye cannot say that ye are even as much as the
dust of the earth” (Mosiah 2:20–21, 25).
We are indebted to God for our very lives. When we keep
His commandments, which is our duty to do, He immediately
blesses us. We are therefore continually indebted and unprofitable to Him. Without grace, our valiance alone cannot save
us.14
There is no conflict or inconsistency with this teaching from the Book of
Mormon, the church’s views throughout its history, and current church
explanations regarding the interplay of grace, works, and salvation.
Joseph Smith did in fact teach that our own efforts could never
do anything to “earn salvation”—which Davies claims is part of the
“traditional” sense of grace—but that it is only the name of Christ
and his merit that has the power to save. A verse from the second
book of Nephi in the Book of Mormon serves to make this point more
14. W. Rolfe Kerr, “Parables of Jesus: The Unprofitable Servant,” Ensign, October
2003, 47.
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apparent: “Wherefore, how great the importance to make these things
known unto the inhabitants of the earth, that they may know that there
is no flesh that can dwell in the presence of God, save it be through the
merits, and mercy, and grace of the Holy Messiah” (2 Nephi 2:8). It is
this sense of grace that has been perpetuated throughout the church’s
history and recently reiterated by authors like Millet and Robinson.
In the section that follows we survey Latter-day Saint teachings
on grace (a) beginning with Joseph Smith and his associates and continuing with Joseph’s successors down to the present day, and (b) in
Mormon hymns from the first hymnbook to the current one. Although
we briefly survey the evidence here, we think we cite enough to seriously challenge Davies’s assertions (1) that Mormons have historically
avoided the notion of grace and (2) that contemporary LDS discourse
on grace represents a turn-of-the-century development. More evidence is detailed in appendixes B, C, and D, and much more could
be gathered. It is not our purpose in this response to attempt a full
formulation of a Mormon understanding of grace nor to engage in a
comparative analysis of the teachings of the several Mormon prophets. Neither do we attempt to show here that they have all spoken with
one voice, though this may well be the case. Rather, our principal aim
in this section is to provide data to show that, contrary to Davies’s
assertion, the church has never avoided a notion of grace. Indeed, it
has always affirmed that we cannot be saved without grace.
Historical Survey of Prophetic Teachings on Grace
From its most humble beginnings, the church has taught that salvation from sin and death is possible only in and through the grace
of Jesus Christ. Never has the church taught that we could merit salvation or that our own efforts could ever suffice to save us. Joseph
Smith stressed that “the fundamental principles of our religion are
the testimony of the Apostles and Prophets, concerning Jesus Christ,
that He died, was buried, and rose again the third day, and ascended
into heaven; and all other things which pertain to our religion are
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only appendages to it.”15 Indeed, Joseph recognized that without the
grace of God, as manifest in the life and atonement of Christ, there is
nothing we can do to be saved. In his own words, “I do not, nor never
have, pretended to be any other than a man ‘subject to passion,’ and
liable, without the assisting grace of the Savior, to deviate from that
perfect path which all men are commanded to walk.”16 It is not only to
the grace of God that we owe thanks for our very lives, but also for our
ability to live them well and our hope to return to live with God.
An article Joseph Smith called “one of the sweetest pieces that has
been written in these last days”17 illustrates more clearly how he and
other early Mormons viewed the roles of grace and action in our salvation. The article, written by Brigham Young and Willard Richards,
responds to the question, “Do you believe in election and reprobation?” and begins by stating that their purpose is “that the saints may
learn doctrine.” After offering several scriptural examples of groups
and individuals who were “elected” to do great works to further the
purposes of God, they cite several scriptures to illustrate the roles of
faith, works, and grace in election and salvation:
Are men, then, to be saved by works? Nay, verily, “By grace
are ye saved through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the
gift of God” (Eph. ii: 8); “Not of works, lest any man should
boast” (v. 9); “Not by works of righteousness which we have
done, but according to His mercy He saved us” (Titus iii: 5);
and yet faith without works is dead, being alone (James ii:17).
Was not Abraham, our father, justified by works (v. 21)? Shall
we then be saved by faith? Nay, neither by faith nor works,
but by works is faith made perfect (v. 22); but “by grace are
ye saved” (Eph. ii: 8); “And if by grace, then it is no more of
works, otherwise grace is no more grace; and if it be of works,
then it is no more grace; otherwise works is no works” (Rom.
15. Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, comp. Joseph Fielding Smith (Salt Lake
City: Deseret Book, 1976), 121.
16. History of the Church, 1:10n.
17. See History of the Church, 4:256.
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xi: 6); “Ye see then how that a man is justified by works, and
not by faith only” (James ii: 24).
Rom. x: 3,4, “For they (Israel) being ignorant of God’s
righteousness and going about to establish their own righteousness, have not submitted themselves unto the righteousness of God; for Christ is the end of the law for righteousness
to every one that believeth.” Thus the righteousness of God is
made manifest in the plan of salvation by His crucified son;
“for there is none other name under heaven given among men
whereby we must be saved,” but the name of Jesus Christ of
Nazareth (Acts iv: 10, 12).18
On another occasion, President Young taught that
The best man that ever lived on this earth only just made out
to save himself through the grace of God. The best woman
that ever lived on the earth has only made her escape from
this world to a better one, with a full assurance of enjoying
the first resurrection. It requires all the atonement of Christ,
the mercy of the Father, the pity of angels and the grace of the
Lord Jesus Christ to be with us always, and then to do the very
best we possibly can, to get rid of this sin within us, so that we
may escape from this world into the celestial kingdom.19
It is clear from President Young’s words that the combination of doing
the best we can and the grace of God is necessary in order for us
to inherit the celestial kingdom and all the blessings our Heavenly
Father has to bestow. It is also clear that even the best man is inexorably dependent on grace for his salvation.
What did Brigham Young mean by the phrase “[doing] the very
best we possibly can”? He once said that “in and of ourselves we have
no power to control our own minds and passions; but the grace of God
18. History of the Church, 4:264–65 (punctuation somewhat standardized), quoting
Brigham Young and Willard Richards, “Election and Reprobation,” Millennial Star 1/9
(January 1841): 224; see also Times and Seasons 4/1 (15 November 1842): 5.
19. Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 11:301.
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is sufficient to give us perfect victory.”20 He also said that “the grace,
the power, and the wisdom of God will make me all that I ever will be,
either in time or eternity.”21 Thus, even the ability to make the very
best effort we can, of ourselves, nevertheless requires grace. Without
the grace of God there is no way for us to do our best: it is his mercy
that makes our best even possible. Grace is thereby doubly tied to the
Mormon doctrine of works and salvation for President Young. If there
is still any doubt concerning President Young’s position on the necessity of grace in obtaining salvation, his following words help make the
matter quite clear: “All will have to come to the Lord and be sanctified
through the grace of Christ by faith in his name; without this, I am
happy to say, that none can be purified, sanctified and prepared to
inherit eternal glory.”22
With this clarification, we are prepared to understand what, to
non-Mormons, may seem a very odd phrasing at the start of this
quotation: that the best of men “only just made out to save himself.”
Davies quotes a similar passage in which President Young tells the
Saints about “ ‘how to save themselves and their friends’ ” (p. 32).23 If
we are saved either by our own efforts or by God’s power and mercy,
then the cited language, taken out of context, seems to suggest the former. And in fact, among traditional Christians, discussions of grace
have tended to revolve around the question of “whether, in the last
resort, salvation depends upon human or divine endeavor” (p. 51). Yet
President Young’s view implies that this framing of the question is
fundamentally mistaken since it presupposes that full salvation ultimately depends on either human or divine endeavor, when in fact it
ultimately requires both. Both God’s saving work and our own diligent striving are essential for us to receive God’s highest blessings,
even as our good works are themselves made possible by grace. Christ
enables us to act in a way that will turn to our salvation.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:226.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:162.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 14:150.
Quoting The Essential Brigham Young (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1992), 19.
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This doctrine of dependence on the Lord for our ability to do any
good work was reiterated by President John Taylor when he wrote, “A
man, as a man, could arrive at all the dignity that a man was capable of
obtaining or receiving; but it needed a God to raise him to the dignity
of a God.”24 He admits that a man, on his own, can raise himself only
as high as men go, obviously not to the exalted state of the celestial
kingdom, to sit in God’s throne (see Revelation 3:21). He recognizes
that for humankind to dwell in God’s presence and grow in God’s
likeness, God’s assistance and grace are required.
Once again expounding the connection between the efforts God
asks us to make and his grace and how both relate to our salvation and
exaltation, Taylor writes:
The conditions required of the human family to enable
them to obtain the high exaltation which the atonement makes
it possible for them to receive, are: First, Faith in God as our
Father and the great Supreme Ruler of the universe; in whose
hands are the destinies of the human family; in whom we live
and move and have our being. And in His Son Jesus Christ,
as the Lamb, . . . as the great Mediator and great propitiatory sacrifice provided by the Father before the creation, and
consummated by the offering of Himself upon the cross. For
“God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life.” . . .
The second principle of the Gospel of salvation, is repentance. . . .
Thirdly, Baptism for the remission of sins, of our personal transgressions, which, through this means, provided by
divine mercy, are, by reason of the atonement, blotted out. To
use the words of Paul: “Therefore we are buried with him by
baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the
dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk
in newness of life.” . . .
24. John Taylor, Mediation and Atonement (Salt Lake City: Deseret News, 1882), 145.
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Next the reception of the Holy Ghost through the laying on
of hands of those who have received the Holy Priesthood.25
Like those who came before him, Taylor makes it quite clear that it
is to God we owe any thanks or hope for full salvation (or “exaltation”
as Latter-day Saints are wont to describe it), though God does expect
us to meet his conditions. “The redeemed of the Lord . . . are indebted
to the Lord Jesus Christ, through His atonement, for the position that
they will occupy in the state of exaltation here referred to; and if they
are exalted . . . it is through the ordinances which He has appointed
for the accomplishment of this object.”26 It is only God’s grace that
can save and exalt and his grace that makes possible the accomplishment of the good works he asks of us.
Not to belabor the point, we move more quickly through the rest
of the historical line of Latter-day Saint leaders to find what we have
found with the first—a doctrine of works, grace, and salvation in
which Millet’s words are not out of place, but seem quite at home: “I
cannot work myself into celestial glory, and I cannot guarantee myself
a place among the sanctified through my own unaided efforts. . . . It
is not by my own merits that I will ever make it. Rather it is by and
through the merits of Christ.”27
Orson Pratt is quoted as saying that “redemption from the original sin is without faith or works; redemption from our own sins is
given through faith and works. Both are the gifts of free grace; but while
one is a gift forced upon us unconditionally, the other is a gift merely
offered to us conditionally. The reception of the one is compulsory;
the reception of the other is voluntary.”28 Again we note how clear it
is that it is God’s grace, the gift of his matchless love, that makes possible salvation from the consequences of both Adam’s transgression
and our own sins, but there is some conditionality placed on aspects
of God’s great gift of grace. It is an understanding of this point that
25. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 181–82.
26. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 35.
27. Robert L. Millet, Selected Writings of Robert L. Millet: Gospel Scholars Series (Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book, 2000), 505.
28. Orson Pratt, Journal of Discourses, 1:330, emphasis added.
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clears up misconceptions regarding Latter-day Saints “working themselves into heaven” and shows Millet’s position to be consistent with
historic Mormon teachings on grace.
Lorenzo Snow, perhaps understanding the possible misconception
of the Mormon doctrine regarding works and salvation, taught that “It
is important that we, as Latter-day Saints, should understand and bear
in mind that salvation comes through the grace of God.”29 To those
who struggle to do their best but often find themselves coming up
short, Joseph F. Smith said, “Notwithstanding our many weaknesses,
imperfections and follies the Lord still continues His mercy, manifests
His grace and imparts unto us His Holy Spirit, that our minds may
be illuminated by the light of revelation.”30 President Heber J. Grant
declared to “the people of the world” that the First Presidency and
the church they lead call “all men to come unto [Jesus Christ], that
through his grace they may attain to eternal life and an inheritance
with him in the kingdom of his Father.”31 President Grant invites the
world to the kingdom of God not through any work or combination
of works, but through the grace of God. Though it should be apparent
that it is consistent with Latter-day Saint teachings to declare that it
is by the grace of God that we are saved, we must point out again that
there is a difference between Latter-day Saint views regarding this saving grace and some traditional Protestant views. President David O.
McKay reminds us that the scriptures telling us we are impotent to
save ourselves without the grace of Christ are absolutely true but also
warns us that “the fallacy that Jesus has done all for us, and live as we
may, if on our deathbed, we only believe, we shall be saved in his glorious presence, is most pernicious.”32
Elder James E. Talmage of the Quorum of the Twelve Apostles
writes that “individual salvation or rescue from the effects of personal
sins is to be acquired by each for himself by faith and good works
29. Lorenzo Snow, Journal of Discourses, 23:192.
30. Joseph F. Smith, Journal of Discourses, 12:347.
31. James R. Clark, ed., Messages of the First Presidency of the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1971), 5:286.
32. David O. McKay, Gospel Ideals: Selections from the Discourses of David O. McKay
(Salt Lake City: Improvement Era, 1953), 8; see 10–11.

106 • The FARMS Review 18/2 (2006)

through the redemption wrought by Jesus Christ.”33 Talmage also argues
that “without Christ no man can be saved, and the salvation provided
at the cost of Christ’s sufferings and bodily death is offered upon certain clearly defined conditions only; and these are summarized under
‘obedience to the laws and ordinances of the Gospel.’ ” 34 Again we see
reinforced the doctrine that it is Christ and his mercy that saves, while
aspects of that salvation are made conditional upon our obedience.35
33. James E. Talmage, Jesus the Christ (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, 1962), 31 n. 5, emphasis added.
34. James E. Talmage, Articles of Faith (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints, 1977), 91.
35. An important Commentary on the Book of Mormon, published in seven volumes
between 1955 and 1961, states that the scriptural concept of grace connotes that “God
has done for us something which we could not do for ourselves.” This commentary is
based on the notes and prior publications of two nineteenth-century scholars, George
Reynolds and Janne M. Sjodahl, and was edited, amplified, and arranged by Philip C.
Reynolds with the assistance, on some volumes, of David Sjodahl King. The section on
grace, from volume four, is either from unpublished notes or is the work of the editors;
see Bruce Van Orden, “Every City, Hill, River, Valley, and Person,” review of Book of
Mormon Dictionary, by George Reynolds, FARMS Review of Books 8/1 (1996): 58–60.
Grace is portrayed as a divinely bestowed gift that includes life, faith, forgiveness of
sin through repentance, and “immortality and Eternal Life, wrought by the Atonement of
our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ.” The Commentary also recognizes misunderstandings on
the doctrine of grace, such as the suggestion that Paul’s statements on grace “eliminate the
need for personal righteousness (good works).” The authors resolve this misunderstanding
by explaining that Latter-day restoration has made it “clear that obedience to the laws and
ordinances of the Gospel (works) was not lost in the doctrine of grace.” They also recognize,
however, that this renewal of the role of works in the gospel has, unfortunately, “had a tendency to elevate works above grace in the minds of many believers.” They suggest that this
misunderstanding may be due to an imperfect understanding of the Mormon doctrine of
eternal progression, which is that “God’s children may progress throughout the eternities,
until they may reach the status and the glory of the Creator Himself.”
To illustrate this misunderstanding, they cite an analogy, used by “exponents” of
eternal progression, which likens “man’s quest for eternal glory to climbing a flight of endless stairs.” They view this analogy as one of limited merit since “it does not give sufficient
recognition to the doctrine of grace” and “fails to give full force and effect to the atoning
Sacrifice of Jesus Christ.” They modify the analogy “to include a huge and unbridgeable
chasm somewhere along the stairs’ upward course,” and “it is the Atonement of Christ
which carries us across the otherwise unbridgeable chasm.” And though obedience is
required of us as the “effort by which we ascend the endless stairs,” we are enabled to do
so only by “an outpouring of grace.” Philip C. Reynolds and David Sjodahl King, eds.,
Commentary on the Book of Mormon [from the Notes of George Reynolds and Janne M.
Sjodahl] (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1959), 4:7–16. Thus, under this modified analogy,
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Joseph Fielding Smith writes:
We are therefore unable in and of ourselves to receive redemption from our sins by any act of our own.
This is the grace that Paul was teaching. Therefore, it is by
the grace of Jesus Christ that we are saved. . . .
. . . So we are saved by grace and that not of ourselves. It
is the gift of God. . . .
So Paul taught these people . . . he pointed out to them
the fact that if it were not for the mission of Jesus Christ, if
it were not for this great atoning sacrifice, they could not be
redeemed. And therefore it was by the grace of God that they
are saved, not by any work on their part, for they were absolutely helpless. Paul was absolutely right.36
Ezra Taft Benson taught that “by grace, the Savior accomplished His
atoning sacrifice so that all mankind will attain immortality. By His
grace, and by our faith in His atonement and repentance of our sins,
we receive the strength to do the works necessary that we otherwise
could not do by our own power.”37 Emphasizing this very point in his
Easter message to the church, President Howard W. Hunter said, “In
this Easter season of the year—when we are reminded yet again of all
Christ has done for us, how dependent we are upon his redeeming
grace and personal resurrection, and how singular his name is in the
power to dispel evil and death and save the human soul—may we all
do more to respect and revere his holy name and gently, courteously
encourage others to do the same.”38
Perhaps one of the clearest statements regarding the doctrine
under discussion was given by the current president of the church,
President Gordon B. Hinckley:
it is grace that enables us to climb the stairs and grace through the atonement of Christ
that bridges the chasm we could not cross on our own.
36. Joseph Fielding Smith, Doctrines of Salvation: Sermons and Writings of Joseph
Fielding Smith (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1955), 2:309–10.
37. Teachings of Ezra Taft Benson, 353–54.
38. Howard W. Hunter, “ ‘Jesus, the Very Thought of Thee,’ ” Ensign, May 1993, 64.
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I believe that through His [Christ’s] atoning sacrifice,
the offering of His life on Calvary’s Hill, He expiated the sins
of mankind, relieving us from the burden of sin if we will
forsake evil and follow Him. I believe in the reality and the
power of His Resurrection. I believe in the grace of God made
manifest through His sacrifice and redemption, and I believe
that through His Atonement, without any price on our part,
each of us is offered the gift of resurrection from the dead. I
believe further that through that sacrifice there is extended
to every man and woman, every son and daughter of God,
the opportunity for eternal life and exaltation in our Father’s
kingdom, as we hearken to and obey His commandments.39
Latter-day Saints have consistently taught that it is not our works
that save us, while simultaneously teaching that some of the blessings
imparted by God’s grace (including exaltation) are dependent upon
our complying with the conditions he specifies for appropriating that
grace. It is Christ, and only Christ, who can save. God’s grace enables
us to do his will, and the blessings of doing so come by his grace as
well. Humans may often feel themselves lacking and, by themselves,
absolutely are lacking. Without God’s grace, we are impotent to
achieve either salvation or exaltation.
Though the church has continuously and consistently taught the
necessity of grace for salvation and exaltation, we find that the word
grace and related locutions are now appearing more frequently in contemporary Latter-day Saint discourse. As previously mentioned, we
believe the earlier less-frequent usage is explained by the objectionable theological baggage associated with such terms and the complexity introduced into the discourse by Latter-day Saint belief in multiple
degrees of salvation. For instance, unqualifiedly using the term saved
in reference to oneself when speaking to an evangelical would blur
distinctions between salvation and exaltation that lie at the heart of
Latter-day Saint thought. Thus, by avoiding these terms, some Latterday Saint authors may have sought to avoid confusion and endless
39. Gordon B. Hinckley, “In These Three I Believe,” Ensign, July 2006, 7.
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explication. However, avoidance of these locutions may have engendered even more serious misunderstanding. Thus, now may be the
time for Latter-day Saint authors to reappropriate scriptural (both
biblical and LDS-specific) soteriological terms, making clear how
their usage differs from that of traditional Christians.
President Hinckley, in an address to the church membership in
October 2001, said, in reference to the growing church, “We are not
changing.40 The world’s perception of us is changing. We teach the same
doctrine. We have the same organization. We labor to perform the same
good works. But the old hatred is disappearing, the old persecution is
dying. People are better informed. They are coming to realize what we
stand for and what we do.”41 Millet explains that “to be baptized into The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is to enter a religious society
that is anything but static. . . . So while Latter-day Saints hold tenaciously
to the foundational doctrines and principles of revealed religion laid
down by Joseph Smith [and, we would add, by his successors in the prophetic office], on the one hand, it will appear to many, on the other hand,
that the Latter-day Saints are changing.”42 Again, if there has been any
change in the Mormon teaching of grace, it has been merely nominal,
not doctrinal. If the “discourse of grace” has been avoided, it is not the
discourse of grace per se; rather, it is Protestant versions of the same.
Saved and Born Again
To further illustrate the explanation set out above of Mormon
usage and (nominal not conceptual) avoidance of the term grace, let
40. What can we make of the seemingly conflicting ideas that the church is not changing yet never static? President Hinckley’s statement concerning the unchanging nature of
the church was proffered in the context of discussing a membership growing in faith and
size and in a world with constantly new conceptions and perceptions. In this respect the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, like any other viable religious body, is always
adjusting for such change by emphasizing and refining, organizing and restructuring.
What remains the same are the “foundational doctrines and principles” set down by the
Prophet Joseph Smith.
41. Gordon B. Hinckley, “Living in the Fulness of Times,” Ensign, November 2001, 5.
42. Robert L. Millet, “Joseph Smith’s Christology: After Two Hundred Years,” in The
Worlds of Joseph Smith: A Bicentennial Conference at the Library of Congress, ed. John W.
Welch (Provo, UT: Brigham Young University Press, 2006), 246.
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us consider two related soteriological terms—namely, saved and born
again.
Speaking of the phrase to be saved, Davies comments:
The phrase, “to be saved”, has often been associated with
the Protestant Evangelical idea of spiritual rebirth understood
as an experience through which the individual senses a removal
of guilt and a newness of personal outlook. Theologically, this
is directly interpreted as the outcome of grace, both in the sacrifice of Christ and in God enlightening the individual heart
through the Holy Spirit to accept the outcome of that divine
sacrifice. There is a sense of having been acted upon, of being
a passive recipient of divine love in this context. This scheme
was well known in early Mormonism’s environment of frontier
revivalism, and the Church avoided it. (p. 55)
Again, even if some Latter-day Saint authors avoid or have, in the
past, avoided such locutions as saved or born again, such avoidance
is merely nominal, not conceptual. In fact, a Latter-day Saint would
likely be more than willing to accept Davies’s summation of spiritual
rebirth as “the outcome of grace, both in the sacrifice of Christ and
in God enlightening the individual heart through the Holy Spirit.”
Indeed, the notions of rebirth and being saved have always been
prominent in Latter-day Saint culture.
The Book of Mormon and the New Testament have the same
number of verses using the exact phrase born again (three verses in
each, though the Book of Mormon is a substantially larger text), and
the Pearl of Great Price contains another verse using the phrase. In
the Book of Mormon, Mosiah 27:25 reads, “And the Lord said unto
me: Marvel not that all mankind, yea, men and women, all nations,
kindreds, tongues and people, must be born again; yea, born of God,
changed from their carnal and fallen state, to a state of righteousness,
being redeemed of God, becoming his sons and daughters.” Alma
5:49 specifically states that Alma the Younger’s cause and purpose
are to teach one central message to all who will hear it, “that they
must repent and be born again.” Additionally, Alma 7:14 tells us that
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one “must . . . be born again; for the Spirit saith if ye are not born
again ye cannot inherit the kingdom of heaven; therefore come and
be baptized unto repentance, that ye may be washed from your sins,
that ye may have faith on the Lamb of God, who taketh away the sins
of the world, who is mighty to save and to cleanse from all unrighteousness.” These verses and the verses of the New Testament in which
Jesus taught Nicodemus of spiritual rebirth have been well-known
and have often been quoted since the church began.43 This is not to
say that, when using the locutions being discussed here, Latter-day
Saints and evangelical Protestants mean the same thing by them, only
to make the point that as far as the Mormon culture is concerned,
there has never been a specific avoidance of the terms for lack of a
belief in the concept of grace (although the phrase has been and still
is largely avoided). Once again, this is not to imply that such locutions
are commonplace amongst Latter-day Saints; most would probably
resist explaining their spiritual experiences as experiences of being
“born again,” but we emphasize again that, for Latter-day Saints, the
reasons for this resistance stem from potential misunderstanding and
confusion rather than doctrinal disagreement.
The Saints offer no apology or equivocation regarding the need
for being born again; rather, they seek only clarification as to what,
exactly, that phrase means. Being born again, for the Latter-day Saint,
has very much to do, as the verses previously quoted demonstrate,
with the doctrines of repentance and baptism. Coming to faith in
Christ motivates repentance, baptism, reception of the Holy Ghost,
and a process of growth toward the likeness of Christ. This process (as
opposed to a singular discrete experience, though such an experience
or experiences may initiate or may be involved throughout the process) is how Latter-day Saints typically understand the type of spiritual rebirth spoken of by Jesus to Nicodemus. Of course, none of these
actions singly, nor these actions in combination, effect such a rebirth
without God’s grace as mediated through the atonement of Christ.
43. There are also numerous relevant uses of the locution to be saved or saved in
Latter-day Saint specific scripture. See appendix D. Careful comparison and analysis of
these passages is an important task deferred.
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Though required steps lie along the path toward the gate of heaven,
the gate itself, our ability to pass through it, and the steps that lead up
to the gate, are all there by the grace of God.
To clarify this point, consider, as an example, repentance. Latterday Saints believe repentance to be an essential step in spiritual rebirth
and exaltation. Regarding the way repentance and grace are connected,
Elder Gene R. Cook, a member of the Seventy, writes:
Repentance. . . . The grace of the Lord through the Atone
ment can both cleanse us of sin and assist us in perfecting
ourselves through our trials, sicknesses, and even “character defects.” We are both sanctified and justified through the
grace of the Lord. (See D&C 20:30–31.) Truly, “as a man his
sins confess, Christ, in mercy, manifests.” (Gene R. Cook and
Holly Cook, “I Am a Healthy Man,” unpublished hymn; see
Alma 24:10.) Remember, Christ can repair our flaws and failings that otherwise are not repairable. (See Gen. 18:14; Mark
9:23–24.)44
Though human volition is required for the essential step of repentance to be taken, the step would not exist were it not for the grace
of God. Repentance helps to make us more perfect, and the perfection process could not take place without it; however, the perfecting
aspect of repentance is not any work we perform but “the grace of the
Lord through the Atonement.” Mormon doctrine tells us that without
repentance there can be no exaltation45 but also teaches that it is God’s
grace that makes repentance possible and efficacious.46
This scheme of receiving God’s grace is not, however, purely a passive one. Few salvational schemes—including that which was present
“in early Mormonism’s environment of frontier revivalism”— can be
considered completely passive. Nearly all Christians believe that one
must at least first acknowledge Christ as one’s Savior, and thus must
44. Gene R. Cook, “Receiving Divine Assistance through the Grace of the Lord,”
Ensign, May 1993, 80.
45. See Alma 5:31–33, 49–51; 9:12; 34:15–17; Helaman 14:13; D&C 3:20; 20:29.
46. See Alma 22:14; Helaman 5:11; 14:17–18; 3 Nephi 7:16.
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act, in order to be saved by his grace. However, contrary to Davies’s
assertions, there is certainly a strong sense among Latter-day Saints
of one having been acted upon as a recipient of divine love. Though
Latter-day Saint doctrine may reject the absolute passivity of the individual who receives Christ’s grace, the church has never avoided the
idea that we are acted upon by Christ when we receive and are transformed by his love.
The Teaching of Grace in Mormon Hymnology
In further support of our claim that Mormons possess an original
and sustained doctrine of grace that runs deeper than merely an explanation of the resurrection and absolution from original sin, we turn
to the Saints’ hymnbooks, which from the beginning were designed to
teach and reinforce the doctrines already established by the church. The
preface to the first Latter-day Saint hymnbook, A Collection of Sacred
Hymns for the Church of the Latter Day Saints, compiled and adapted
by Emma Smith and William W. Phelps, makes this point explicit,
stating, “In order to sing by the Spirit, and with the understanding,
it is necessary that the church of the Latter Day Saints should have a
collection of ‘Sacred Hymns,’ adapted to their faith and belief in the
gospel” (emphasis added). Karen Lynn Davidson writes that “though
many hymns and hymn traditions were available to them, the early
Saints did not choose to adopt in its entirety any other church’s hymn
tradition. They felt the need for a distinctive hymn tradition that
would reflect their unique theology.”47 The need for a hymnbook that
provides doctrinally sound and unique Latter-day Saint wisdom has
not changed with the years. In the introduction to the current hymnbook, the First Presidency praises the hymns for “meet[ing] the varied
needs of today’s worldwide church membership”48 and expresses hope
47. Karen Lynn Davidson, Our Latter-day Hymns: The Stories and the Messages (Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book, 1988), 7.
48. Hymns of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Salt Lake City: The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1985), ix.

114 • The FARMS Review 18/2 (2006)

that the “hymnbook will take a prominent place among the scriptures
and other religious books in our homes.”49
The frequent references to grace in both the early and contemporary hymnals suggest that a robust sense of grace has always been a
part of the theology they reflect. The first hymn included in the 1835
edition of the LDS hymnbook “Know then that every soul is free”50
denies a Calvinist tradition that sees God’s grace as irresistible, being
somehow foisted upon the person elected to receive it, willing or not.
The anonymous author of this hymn expresses the view that “God
will force no man to heav’n” but adds that “God is pleased when we
improve His grace and seek his perfect love.”51 The use of the word
improve in this verse indicates the good use or profitable application
of God’s grace. Thus, according to the hymn, God is pleased when
his grace is accessed and used to the profit and benefit of mankind.
The words improve and seek as used in this hymn signal a type of
active approach to God’s grace and love. This action, however, does
not add anything to the quality of the grace and does not add to the
salvific attributes of the grace itself; the action called for on the part
of humanity seems only to make the effects of God’s grace attainable.
The fifth verse of the song, included in the church’s first hymnal but
left out of the current collection of hymns, helps illustrate the author’s
take on grace. It reads: “It’s my free will for to believe, ’Tis God’s free
will me to receive: To stubborn willers this I’ll tell, It’s all free grace,
and all free will.” This line of thinking seems quite consistent with the
words of Elder Oaks quoted earlier that, though church members are
asked to exercise their free will in the performance of certain ordinances to gain access to the full extent of blessings God has to offer,
to put his grace to the most profitable use, or improve his grace, it is
Christ who chooses to confer the blessings and his name and authority by which they are conferred. Though the verse denies a traditional
view of irresistible grace, as did Joseph Smith, it is obvious from the
49. Hymns of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, x.
50. The title (and first line) of this hymn in our current hymnal is “Know This, That
Every Soul Is Free.” Hymns, no. 240 (1985 ed.).
51. Punctuation and words as appearing in 1985 hymnal.
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song that it is God’s grace that allows man to hear the message and “in
glory dwell” (verse 6). The hymn places a strong emphasis on correct
use of our ability to choose and the effects of that choice which, as
Davies properly points out, are prominent themes in Mormonism. But
even with this emphasis, there is room in the hymn, and in Latter-day
Saint theology, to express a doctrine of God’s grace as the power to
save those who cannot save themselves.
The second hymn included in the earliest LDS hymnal reads:
“Rivers of love and mercy here, In a rich ocean join; Salvation in abundance flows Like floods of milk and wine. The gates of glorious gospel
grace, Stand open night and day.”52 The fourth hymn included in the
1835 hymnal, “Glorious things of thee are spoken,”53 three verses of
which are included in the current LDS hymnal, told even the earliest Saints to “See the stream of living waters, Springing from celestial love, . . . Who can faint, while such a river Ever flows their thirst
t’assuage? Grace which like the Lord, the giver, Never fails from age
to age.” These sentiments do in fact sound like the calming words of
grace offered to a congregation that would often have chance to feel
themselves lacking in what they were able to accomplish in relation to
what they felt the Lord expected of them. Davies does indeed identify a
legitimate pastoral need in the church, and likely for many other congregations of believers, of helping those who feel themselves unworthy or undeserving of the Lord’s blessings. But there has always been
direction given concerning how the need might be fulfilled. There has
always stood the admonition in the church: turn to Christ and his
grace, for he is mighty to save. Thus the first members of the church
could sing for joy with the words of another of their sacred hymns,
“My days unclouded as they pass, . . . are monuments of wondrous
grace, . . . Seal my forgiveness in the blood Of Christ, my Lord; his
52. “Let ev’ry mortal ear attend,” Hymns, no. 2 (1835 ed.). The first lines function as
titles in the index.
53. Hymns, no. 46 (1985 ed.). It is interesting to note in context with the discussion at
hand that John Newton, author of “Glorious Things of Thee Are Spoken,” also authored
the well-known lyrics to the Christian hymn “Amazing Grace.”
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name alone I plead for pardon, gracious God, And kind acceptance at
thy throne.”54
Many of these early hymns have been included in Latter-day Saint
hymnbooks ever since that first hymnal of 1835, but new additions to
subsequent hymnals reflect the same doctrine. Hymn 16 in the hymnal The Latter-day Saints’ Psalmody, gathered for publication in 1889
at the request of President John Taylor, reminded the saints that “The
Lord, who built the earth and sky, In mercy stoops to hear thy cry;
His promise all may freely claim: ‘Ask and receive in Jesus’ name.’ ” 55
Hymn 22 directed the Saints to ask the Lord in song to “Make our
enlarged souls possess And learn the height and breadth and length
And depth of thine unmeasured grace.” Those laboring under heavy
loads were told in hymn 37 of the Latter-day Saints’ Psalmody that the
Lord’s “grace shall make the burden light.” The Latter-day Saint hymn
book of 1927, meant to supplement a Sunday School songbook and
filled with hymns of a more traditional nature, was intended for use
during sacrament services. The book included “Lord, Thou Wilt Hear
Me,” by Isaac Watts, which, in its third verse reads, “I pay this evening
sacrifice, And when my work is done, Great God, my faith, my hope
relies Upon Thy grace alone.”
The current hymnbook still contains the popular hymn “How
Firm a Foundation,” also one of the hymns included in the first official
Latter-day Saint hymnbook; the words of this hymn could not leave
the attentive singer in any doubt as to where he might turn for salvation or aid when lacking. The hymn instructs messianically: “In ev’ry
condition—in sickness, in health, In poverty’s vale or abounding in
wealth, . . . As thy days may demand, so thy succor shall be. . . . When
through fiery trials thy pathway shall lie, My grace, all sufficient, shall
be thy supply. The flame shall not hurt thee; I only design Thy dross
to consume and thy gold to refine. . . . The soul that on Jesus hath
leaned for repose I will not, I cannot, desert to his foes; That soul,
54. “Great God! to thee my evening song,” Hymns, no. 46 (1835 ed.).
55. Hymns, no. 16 (1889 ed.). The hymns in this psalmody do not have titles, but
rather names of hymn tunes.
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though all hell should endeavor to shake, I’ll never, no never, no never
forsake!”56
We have provided only the smallest sample of hymns that affirm
the doctrine of grace. For a more complete listing of Latter-day Saint
hymns that declare this doctrine, see appendix C. It does not appear
to us that the church has avoided the notion of grace.

The Proactive Christ of Gethsemane and the Cross
Davies accurately identifies the prominent place of human action
and agency in Latter-day Saint culture. He also applies this perspective of proactive religion to the Latter-day Saint view of the atonement. In a section entitled “Proactive Christ,” Davies writes,
The LDS interpretation of Christ’s garden experience
involves a most interesting relocation of the act of atonement
within Christian theological accounts that have, traditionally,
seen the cross as the prime site of assuming human sin. The
Encyclopedia entry is telling, at this point, quoting President
Ezra Taft Benson’s words that “it was in Gethsemane that Jesus
took on Himself the sins of the world.” One realistic interpretation of this emphasis concerns Christ’s volition as consonant with that stress on decision making in Mormonism that
comes to a focus in the philosophical notion of human agency,
one so vital to LDS thought. Christ’s acceptance of the sins of
the world in the garden is but the moment of implementation
of his voluntary decision to do so that had been taken in premortal realms. (p. 48)57
56. “How Firm a Foundation,” Hymns, no. 85 (1985 ed.).
57. Davies’s point here about the “relocation” of the act of atonement to the Garden of
Gethsemane is not entirely correct. While it is certainly true that Latter-day Saints focus
more attention on the Garden of Gethsemane than other Christians do, it is LDS doctrine
that the atonement started in the garden, reached perhaps its ultimate depths on the
cross, and gloriously ended with the resurrection. On this second point Elder Bruce R.
McConkie wrote, speaking of the crucifixion: “While he was hanging on the cross . . . all
the infinite agonies and merciless pains of Gethsemane recurred.” Elder McConkie later
in the same talk goes on to declare that “[the atonement] took place in Gethsemane and
at Golgotha.” “The Purifying Power of Gethsemane,” Ensign, May 1985, 10, 11.
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This section illustrates the depth and care of Davies’s examination of Latter-day Saint belief and practice as he works to draw out the
distinctive themes that run through its texture and tie them together
as a whole. As with his discussion of grace, however, we argue that
Davies’s account of Latter-day Saint belief and practice does not accurately match Latter-day Saint self-understanding.
In his account of the Mormon view of Christ’s atonement, Davies
recognizes that the unique role of Gethsemane supports a distinctive
view of Christ as effecting the atonement by means of his proactive
volition rather than by his passive suffering. However, in Latter-day
Saint thought, the importance of Gethsemane does not eclipse the
importance of Christ’s death on the cross, as Davies seems to suggest.
Rather, Gethsemane and the cross are both necessary phases of the
process of atonement, which Christ undertook on our behalf.
Latter-day Saint understanding of Christ and his saving work supports an active conception of discipleship. Davies examines the portrayal of Christ in the sacrament, music, art, texts, and theology of the
Saints, particularly with attention to the role of Christ in Gethsemane.
He acknowledges that his is just one “interpretation” of the emphasis on
Gethsemane and calls for further investigation (pp. 49, 54). While significantly incomplete, his provocative account provides a valuable opportunity to articulate the LDS view in ways that otherwise remain implicit.
Key to Davies’s interpretation is a contrast between Gethsemane as
a place where Christ actively chooses to carry out the atoning work and
Calvary as a place where Christ passively suffers a tortured death:
In Gethsemane, as in the LDS preexistence, Christ is the clear
and decisive voice, accepting his heavenly father’s will for the
benefit of others. He is the proactive Christ. On Calvary, by contrast, Christ becomes more passive, led, mocked, crucified and
killed. The logic of LDS discourse on atonement is grounded in
this self-commitment to affliction, and not in an abject passivity as a sacrifice upon whom death is wrought. (p. 49)
Davies understands Latter-day Saints to emphasize Gethsemane,
in line with their typical emphasis on activity, while downplaying or
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neglecting Calvary and the cross. Rather than saving us by suffering
and dying, Christ supremely exemplifies the life of obedience through
which Mormons seek salvation: “the Plan of Salvation . . . was worked
out through [Christ’s] sinless life of obedience . . . and culminated in
his resurrection and ascension” (p. 44). In light of this, “each Saint
whose sins have been forgiven through this atonement should, henceforth and similarly, seek to live in a dedicated and self-sacrificial way”
(p. 52). Latter-day Saints do believe we are called to follow Christ’s
pure example. However, his sinlessness (as contrasted with our sinfulness) also helps explain why he was able to offer himself as the supreme
sacrifice that made salvation possible.
Davies begins his analysis by observing that Latter-day Saints do
not use the cross as a symbol of their faith.58 He sees this as theologically significant. He then considers the understanding of Jesus’s role
that is reflected in Latter-day Saint observance of the sacrament of the
Lord’s supper: eating and drinking in remembrance of Christ’s body
and blood. This ritual, the most important element of weekly worship, reflects the core principles of the LDS understanding of salvation
through Christ.59 Surprisingly, Davies takes this ceremony to refer to
something other than Christ’s sacrificial death:
58. While church policy does discourage using the cross, we believe the reasons are
historical rather than theological. Early church members were drawn largely from communities whose churches bore no crosses; see Ryan K. Smith, “The Cross: Church Symbol
in Contest in Nineteenth-Century America,” Church History: Studies in Christianity and
Culture 74 (December 2001): 705–34. Early Latter-day Saints simply followed suit. When
Protestant America began using the cross again in the late 1800s, Latter-day Saints, culturally and geographically isolated from the rest of America, did not act similarly. No
doctrine entails the policy. See George Scott, “Mormons and the Cross: A Puritanical
Heritage” (unpublished manuscript).
59. The sacrament service is much more significant in this way than Davies implies
when he says it “is not the central soteriological vehicle of Mormonism,” but, rather, “a
privilege retained by temple rites” (p. 39). The covenant of obedience made at baptism
and renewed in the sacrament is in fact central to the process of salvation. Though he
does not say why, Davies seems to assume that some one ritual vehicle must be central to the Mormon understanding of salvation, rendering others somehow secondary.
Without venturing a detailed explanation here, we suggest that temple ceremonies are
better understood as symbolizing the completion of the process of salvation, the same
process of which baptism signifies the beginning, and that the sacrament signifies the
maintenance and continuation.
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Another reference to Christ in the Sacrament Service
does refer to his body but does not engage in explicit reference to blood shedding or to the cross. This comes in the formal rite of remembrance associated with the Last Supper. . . .
This expresses the Church’s strong memorialist emphasis on
the work of Christ, “that they may eat in remembrance of the
body of thy Son,” while largely avoiding any sacramental references to Christ as sacrifice. (p. 41)
Davies is correct that the prayer given over the bread in the sacrament
service does not mention the blood, and the cross is not explicitly mentioned in any part of the ceremony. Read in isolation, the reference to
the body might not seem to be a clear reference to Christ’s sacrifice.
However, in combination with the prayer that immediately follows, it
should be clear that this is a reference to Christ’s body which he laid
down in death, as a sacrifice.
The sacrament service comprises two phases, formally quite similar, and one immediately following the other: the first remembering
Christ’s body and the second remembering his blood. In each, the
administering priest pronounces a prayer over the emblem—bread
for the first and water for the second—and then the emblem is passed
to the congregation. The prayer over the water asks God to bless it to
those who drink it “in remembrance of the blood of thy Son, which
was shed for them” (D&C 20:79). These emblems thus represent precisely the flesh and blood of Christ’s atoning sacrifice.
While Davies rightly notes that, in contemporary Mormon sacrament services, no music is played during the blessing and passing
of the emblems, the music played and sung immediately beforehand
reveals their significance. The standard format for sacrament meetings includes a hymn specifically referred to as the “sacrament hymn,”
whose lyrics contemplate Christ’s sacrifice and during which the
bread is broken by the priests. The topical index of hymns in the back
of the current LDS hymnal lists approximately thirty hymns under
the theme “Sacrament” from which the sacrament hymn is typically
drawn. Their themes are represented in titles such as the following:
“Upon the Cross of Calvary” (no. 184), “In Memory of the Crucified”
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(no. 190), “He Died! The Great Redeemer Died” (no. 192), and “There
Is a Green Hill Far Away” (no. 194) (referring to Calvary). The hymns’
lyrics focus the congregants’ minds on how Christ was “bruised, broken, torn for us On Calvary’s hill” (no. 181), “died that we might live”
(no. 182), hung “on the tree” (no. 185), accepted the “crown of thorns”
and the “cruel cross” (no. 188), and so forth, as well as referring to the
“blood that dripped like rain” in Gethsemane (no. 185). It is quite clear
to the participants that in the sacrament service they are remembering how Christ suffered and died to take away their sin. Gethsemane
transforms the Mormon conception of Christ’s sacrifice in large part
by extending it: Christ’s suffering and the shedding of his blood began
well before his arrest and torment and the crucifixion in which it was
completed.
The Saints are also, of course, making or renewing a covenant,
as fits the theme of activity that Davies highlights. In the sacrament,
Latter-day Saints remember Christ and renew their commitment to
follow him and to obey his commandments in order to be blessed
with his Spirit. It is not a merely passive reception of his sacrifice, but
an active response. The distinctive combination of active and passive
elements in the LDS commemoration of the Lord’s supper may seem
mysterious to someone from another tradition. However, for a people who understand discipleship actively, it is a natural combination.
Christ taught, “If ye love me, keep my commandments” (John 14:15).
He expressed this love movingly in laying down his life for us. Hence
to commit ourselves to keep his commandments is the only fitting
response to his sacrifice. It is by living in obedience that we walk the
path of salvation that he opened for us (cf. 2 Nephi 31:17–21). Latterday Saints thus are both passive and active in regard to Christ’s sacrifice: we act in response to it.
Davies next turns to visual art as an indication of Christ’s role
in Latter-day Saint eyes. He considers two items as representative:
the portrayal of Christ in the Christus statue in the Salt Lake City
North Visitor’s Center and a painting of Christ in Gethsemane by
Harry Anderson. A wide range of visual art appears in Latter-day
Saint homes, meetinghouses, and temples, and in Latter-day Saint
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publications. However, these two items do represent key aspects of
how the Saints visualize Christ and reflect a character similar to
many other portrayals. Latter-day Saints focus their attention on the
atoning Christ both in his acts in Gethsemane and as the resurrected
Christ.60
The Christus portrays “one who has conquered and now holds
a place of power, albeit, once more, with sensitive care rather than
authoritarianism” (p. 45). Here Christ is serene and reaches out to us
in love. From a distance, one might see no sign of the agony he has
endured, but a closer look at the statue reveals the marks of the nails
visible in Christ’s hands and feet, and of the spear in his side. These
marks are crucial to the Latter-day Saint understanding of the resurrected Christ. Mormons favor portraying him in this resurrected state
because it marks the completion of his triumph over sin and death,
accomplished through his sacrifice.
More central to the LDS imagination than the Christus is the
almost cinematic portrayal of Christ as he descends to visit the
Nephites in the New World, recorded in 3 Nephi 11 (and rendered literally cinematic in more than one LDS production). This is clearly the
pivotal event of the Book of Mormon, which the Nephites had been
anticipating for years. Announced by the voice of the Father from the
heavens, Jesus descends to a group of Nephites gathered at their temple. He then speaks to them, identifying himself in a way that is very
illuminating of the Mormon view of his mission. He says:
I am Jesus Christ, whom the prophets testified shall come into
the world.
And behold, I am the light and the life of the world; and I
have drunk out of that bitter cup which the Father hath given
me, and have glorified the Father in taking upon me the sins
of the world, in the which I have suffered the will of the Father
in all things from the beginning. . . .
60. At least, this is the focus in recent decades, as reflected in a number of portrayals
of these moments. The resurrected Christ is depicted, for example, appearing to the disciples in Jerusalem, appearing to the Nephites in the New World, and returning in power
to begin his millennial reign on earth.
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Arise and come forth unto me, that ye may thrust your
hands into my side, and also that ye may feel the prints of the
nails in my hands and in my feet, that ye may know that I am
the God of Israel, and the God of the whole earth, and have
been slain for the sins of the world. (3 Nephi 11:10–11, 14)
Far from downplaying his crucifixion, Christ presents the wounds left
in his body as the characteristic marks of who he is and his significance for humanity. Rather than beginning to teach, after extending
this invitation he underscores the importance of these wounds by
waiting for what may have been hours as “the multitude went forth
. . . one by one until they had all gone forth, and did see with their
eyes and did feel with their hands” (3 Nephi 11:15), in total “about
two thousand and five hundred souls” (3 Nephi 17:25). As believers in
Christ who were not privileged to know him during his mortal ministry, it is common for contemporary Mormons to imagine themselves
in the place of these Nephites.
As one would expect from such a passage, supported by similar
descriptions in the New Testament, this image of meeting Christ and
recognizing the marks of his crucifixion has strongly penetrated the
LDS imagination. It is frequently recalled in popular discourse as
Mormons imagine meeting Christ themselves, after death or at his
second coming.61 An important stimulus for this pattern is a hymn
loved by Joseph Smith, “A Poor Wayfaring Man of Grief” (no. 29 in
the current hymnal), in which Christ is recognized by “the tokens in
his hands.”62
In Gethsemane, Christ seals his carefully pondered decision to
proceed with the atonement and accepts the suffering that causes him
to “bleed at every pore” (D&C 19:18). The resolve displayed in John’s
description of Christ before his death—“for this cause came I unto
this hour” (John 12:27)—fits well with Latter-day Saint portrayals of
61. See, for instance, Elder McConkie’s oft-quoted final conference address, “The
Purifying Power of Gethsemane,” 11, in which he states that “I am one of [Christ’s] witnesses, and in a coming day I shall feel the nail marks in his hands and in his feet and
shall wet his feet with my tears.”
62. See History of the Church, 6:614–15.
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Christ in Gethsemane. As Davies observes, far from being led around
by captors, he is “the one who acts, and acts decisively” (p. 45). Again,
however, as Latter-day Saints interpret these events, this view of Christ
as active is not only available in Gethsemane. The Latter-day Saint
view of Christ as active is not based on a downplaying of his crucifixion and death. Rather, in light of Gethsemane it becomes clear that
Christ is active throughout his ministry, suffering, death, and resurrection. Not only the process of suffering in Gethsemane, but the trial
and death were part of what he intended. Thus, while the Gospel of
John does not mention Gethsemane, his descriptions of Christ as in
control, even while in bonds, fit seamlessly with the Latter-day Saint
vision of these events.63 The distinctiveness of the Latter-day Saint
view of Gethsemane should not, however, obscure how much the
Saints share with other Christian groups in our conception of Christ’s
atoning sacrifice.
Though Latter-day Saints sometimes speak of the atonement for
sin as occurring primarily in Gethsemane, one of the most influential
articulations of the importance of Gethsemane presents the suffering in Gethsemane and on the cross in roughly parallel terms. After
a moving description of the events in Gethsemane, Elder Bruce R.
McConkie proceeds with a similarly moving description of Christ’s
trial, scourging, walk to Calvary, and crucifixion.
63. Though Christ is crucified by his fellow Jews, this is an outcome he chooses, and
well in advance. Based on the New Testament record it is appropriate to say he is active and
in control as it happens, particularly as the events are portrayed in the Gospel of John. Not
only did Christ have the power to prevent it, and yet still allowed it; he took positive steps
to set the stage for his arrest and crucifixion. He set out for Jerusalem, telling his disciples
what would happen (Matthew 20:17–19; Luke 18:31–33). When Judas was about to betray
him, he said to Judas, in effect, “Go do what you are going to do” (John 13:27). In John 16
he speaks of his death itself in an active voice, saying he is leaving: “now I go my way to him
that sent me” (John 16:5); “I came forth from the Father, and am come into the world: again,
I leave the world, and go to the Father” (John 16:28). In the garden, he stopped Peter from
defending him, saying, “the cup which my Father hath given me, shall I not drink it?” (John
18:11). When Pilate said, “I have power to crucify thee, and have power to release thee,”
Jesus appears to disagree, telling him that the matter is in greater hands than Pilate’s (John
19:11). Rather than lingering with the two thieves whose legs were to be broken, Christ
seems even to choose his time of death: “He said, Father, into thy hands I commend my
spirit: and having said thus, he gave up the ghost” (Luke 23:46).
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Darkness covered the land for the space of three hours, as it
did among the Nephites. There was a mighty storm, as though
the very God of Nature was in agony.
And truly he was, for while he was hanging on the cross
for another three hours, from noon to 3:00 p.m., all the infinite agonies and merciless pains of Gethsemane recurred.
And, finally, when the atoning agonies had taken their
toll—when the victory had been won, when the Son of God had
fulfilled the will of his Father in all things—then he said, “It is
finished” (John 19:30), and he voluntarily gave up the ghost.64
In McConkie’s description, the process of atonement for sin, though
begun in Gethsemane, extended through the crucifixion. A similar view
of Christ as resolute is illustrated strikingly in a recent video entitled The
Lamb of God—produced first for the LDS Seminary program and then
released more widely—which portrays Christ’s agony in Gethsemane,
his trial, scourging, mockery, crucifixion, and resurrection.65
This view of Christ as active in the crucifixion as well as in Geth
semane is obvious in 3 Nephi. In his initial appearance, quoted above,
Christ refers to his suffering and death as a victory (3 Nephi 11:11, 14).
Later, he strikingly transforms the image of himself on the cross into
an image of power:
I came into the world to do the will of my Father, because my
Father sent me.
And my Father sent me that I might be lifted up upon the
cross; and after that I had been lifted up upon the cross, that I
might draw all men unto me,66 that as I have been lifted up by
men even so should men be lifted up by the Father, to stand
before me. (3 Nephi 27:13–14)
64. McConkie, “The Purifying Power of Gethsemane,” 10.
65. The Lamb of God, VHS (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, 1993).
66. Compare the similar portrayal of his crucifixion as empowering in John 12:24:
“Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone: but if it die, it bring
eth forth much fruit.”
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Christ’s undergoing crucifixion at human hands thus gives him power
over humanity. Yet here, as with the Latter-day Saints’ own activity,
it is not merely the activity of a volunteer. Rather, in this, as in all his
actions, Christ is obedient to and carries out the will of the Father.
Davies, approaching Mormonism with his extensive knowledge
of traditional Christianity, is perhaps overly influenced by the categories shaped in its theological debates. The tie between his interpretations of Mormon beliefs on Gethsemane and on grace is explicit:
“Using slightly inappropriate comparisons, the Gethsemane-Calvary
distinction may, perhaps, be viewed as the Mormon equivalent of
the Pelagian-Augustinian debate” (p. 51). This debate, which in fact
continued from “Pauline thought, through Augustine’s opposition to
Pelagius, and into the Reformation argument about faith and works”
considered “the relative importance of human will and action and
divine will and action in the process of salvation. The crucial element
turns on whether, in the last resort, salvation depends upon human or
divine endeavour, whether humans are agents of their own salvation
or whether they are more passive recipients” (p. 51). The traditional
approach thus assumes that salvation must ultimately depend either
on human action or divine action but not both. Seeing the clear Latterday Saint teaching that human efforts are crucial to full salvation or
exaltation, Davies infers that Christ’s work of redemption must then
be less crucial. Yet the distinctiveness of the Mormon view lies precisely in overcoming this dichotomy. We can only be saved through
God’s mercy, but God does not choose to save us without our willing
and active acceptance of his gifts and his governance over our lives.
Similarly, it is only because Christ died on the cross that the new life
to which he calls us becomes possible.

Conclusion
We have found much with which to take issue in Davies’s illuminating volume. And yet Latter-day Saints are fortunate to interact with a scholar of Davies’s knowledge, experience, and insight who
has such a profound interest in our faith. His publications continue
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to enrich the field of Mormon studies. They challenge us to examine aspects of our faith that we may not have considered in depth,
and they cast familiar points in a new and sometimes surprising light.
Further, where we have found gaps in his work, they are of the most
interesting kind: they stem from and express his insights. Davies’s discussions of Mormon approaches to temple work, grace, Gethsemane,
and the cross show how a distinctive Mormon focus on active discipleship is reflected in all facets of the faith. Although his account
is incomplete, he perceptively draws out key elements of the texture
that unites Mormon belief and practice and gives the combination
its peculiar dynamism. We look forward to future works penned by
Davies and the spur they will provide to clarify and deepen our own
understanding of our faith.
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Appendix B: A Doctrine of Grace
throughout Latter-day Saint History
Joseph Smith (1805–44)
The doctrine that the Presbyterians and Methodists have
quarreled so much about—[once] in grace, always in grace,
or falling away from grace, I will say a word about. They are
both wrong. Truth takes a road between them both, for while
the Presbyterian says: “Once in grace, you cannot fall”; the
Methodist says: “You can have grace today, fall from it tomorrow, next day have grace again; and so follow on, changing continually.” But the doctrine of the Scriptures and the
spirit of Elijah would show them both false, and take a road
between them both; for, according to the Scripture, if men
have received the good word of God, and tasted of the powers
of the world to come, if they shall fall away, it is impossible
to renew them again, seeing they have crucified the Son of
God afresh, and put Him to an open shame; so there is a possibility of falling away; you could not be renewed again, and
the power of Elijah cannot seal against this sin, for this is a
reserve made in the seals and power of the Priesthood.67
I only add, that I do not, nor never have, pretended to be
any other than a man “subject to passion,” and liable, without
the assisting grace of the Savior, to deviate from that perfect
path in which all men are commanded to walk.68
Brigham Young (1801–77)
There are no persons without evil passions to embitter
their lives. Mankind are revengeful, passionate, hateful, and
devilish in their dispositions. This we inherit through the fall,
and the grace of God is designed to enable us to overcome it.
The grace of God is bestowed upon all, and the kingdom of
67. Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, 338.
68. History of the Church, 1:10n.
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God is planted on the earth expressly to enable mankind to
overcome the evil that is in them, and to save all.69
“Mormonism” has made me all I am, and the grace, the power,
and the wisdom of God will make me all that I ever will be,
either in time or eternity.70
Cast all bitterness out of your own hearts—all anger, wrath,
strife, covetousness, and lust, and sanctify the Lord God in your
hearts, that you may enjoy the Holy Ghost, and have that Spirit
to be your constant companion day by day, to lead you into all
truth, and then you will have good doctrine, good feelings, good
wives, good children, a good community; and, finally, you will
be Saints in the fullest sense of the word, but not yet. I believe
we shall be Saints, through the grace of God.71
We cannot help being Saints; we cannot prevent the rolling forth of the work of God: in and of ourselves we have no
power to control our own minds and passions; but the grace
of God is sufficient to give us perfect victory.72
Blessed are they who trust in the Lord Jesus Christ, and who
know that he is their Savior, and that in him they can find
mercy, and grace to help in time of need.73
All will have to come to the Lord and be sanctified through the
grace of Christ by faith in his name; without this, I am happy
to say, that none can be purified, sanctified and prepared to
inherit eternal glory.74
John Taylor (1808–87)
Furthermore, that the doctrine of the atonement, as understood by us, was understood in like manner by the ancient
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.

Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:160.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:162.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:33.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 8:226.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 10:301.
Brigham Young, Journal of Discourses, 14:149–50.
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servants of the Lord, and that it was the central principle of
their faith, the foundation of their hope for eternal felicity and
salvation, and their only trust for the resurrection of their
bodies and life everlasting in the presence of the Father.75
A man, as a man, could arrive at all the dignity that a man
was capable of obtaining or receiving; but it needed a God to
raise him to the dignity of a God. For this cause it is written,
“Now are we the sons of God; and it doth not yet appear what
we shall be: but we know that when he shall appear we shall
be like him.” And how and why like Him? Because, through
the instrumentality of the atonement and the adoption, it is
made possible for us to become of the family of God, and joint
heirs with Jesus Christ; and that as He, the potential instrument, through the oneness that existed between Him and His
Father, by reason of obedience to divine law, overcame death,
hell and the grave, and sat down upon His Father’s throne, so
shall we be able to sit down with Him, even upon His throne.
Thus, as it is taught in the Book of Mormon, it must needs be
that there be an infinite atonement; and hence of Him, and
by Him, and through Him are all things; and through Him
do we obtain every blessing, power, right, immunity, salvation and exaltation, He is our God, our Redeemer, our Savior,
to whom, with the Father and the Holy Spirit, be eternal and
everlasting praises worlds without end.76
The conditions required of the human family to enable
them to obtain the high exaltation which the atonement
makes it possible for them to receive, are: First, Faith in God
as our Father and the great Supreme Ruler of the universe; in
whose hands are the destinies of the human family; in whom
we live and move and have our being, And in His Son Jesus
Christ, as the Lamb slain from before the foundation of the
world, as the great Mediator and great propitiatory sacrifice
75. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 190.
76. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 145–46.
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provided by the Father before the creation, and consummated
by the offering of Himself upon the cross. For “God so loved
the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.”
Or, to use the words of the Nephite King Benjamin:
“Believe in God; believe that he is, and that he created all
things, both in heaven and in earth; believe that he has all wisdom, and all power, both in heaven and in earth; believe that
man doth not comprehend all the things which the Lord can
comprehend,”
Or as Paul writes; “He that cometh to God must believe
that he is, and that he is a rewarder of them that diligently
seek him.”
The second principle of the Gospel of salvation, is repentance. It is a sincere and godly sorrow for and a forsaking of
sin, combined with full purpose of heart to keep God’s commandments. As is written by the Prophet Isaiah: “Let the
wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts;
and let him return unto the Lord, and he will have mercy upon
him; and to our God, for he will abundantly pardon.” And to
quote from the Book of Mormon:
“And again: Believe that ye must repent of your sins and
forsake them, and humble yourselves before God, and ask in
sincerity of heart that he would forgive you, and now, if you
believe all these things, see that ye do them.”—Mosiah iv, 10.
Thirdly, Baptism for the remission of sins, of our personal
transgressions, which, through this means, provided by divine
mercy, are, by reason of the atonement, blotted out. To use the
words of Paul: “Therefore we are buried with him by baptism
into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by
the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness
of life. For if we have been planted together in the likeness of
his death, we shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection.”
Next, the reception of the Holy Ghost through the laying
on of hands of those who have received the Holy Priesthood,
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and are duly authorized, ordained, and empowered to impart
this blessing; Thus Peter preached on the day of Pentecost:
“Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name
of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive
the gift of the Holy Ghost. For the promise is unto you, and to
your children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the
Lord our God shall call.”—Acts ii, 38, 39.
These are the introductory or first principles of the everlasting, unchangeable Gospel of our Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ, that is and has been the same to all men, amongst all
nations, in all ages, whenever, or wherever it has been taught
by the authority of heaven.77
It would seem that the redeemed of the Lord from all nations
and peoples are indebted to the Lord Jesus Christ, through His
atonement, for the position that they will occupy in the state of
exaltation here referred to; and if they are exalted to be kings
and priests unto God, it is through the ordinances which He
has appointed for the accomplishment of this object, as the
wise will understand.78
Wilford Woodruff (1807–98)
Under these circumstances, of course, faith is required on
the part of the Saints to live their religion, do their duty, walk
uprightly before the Lord and build up his Zion on the earth.
Then it requires works to correspond with our faith. I know
the testimony of Jesus Christ is not palatable; it does not, and
never did, suit the ears of the world at large. Christendom today does not like “Mormonism,” because it comes in contact
with the traditions handed down from the fathers; the world
never did like the truth.79
77. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 181–83.
78. Taylor, Mediation and Atonement, 35.
79. Wilford Woodruff, Journal of Discourses, 17:248–49.
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The first principles of the Gospel taught from the dawn of creation, are faith, repentance and baptism, and the laying on of
hands for the reception of the Holy Ghost; and they are the same
today. To certain minds there might be a mystery connected with
these principles. Why, say some, is this so? We can only answer,
because it is the law of the Great Jehovah, the plan framed in
the heavens for the salvation and redemption of man. They are
requirements made of the whole human family, which must be
obeyed in order that the prevailing mystery may be banished, and
the fruits and the blessings of the Gospel enjoyed. The Gospel is
free to all; it is without money and without price.80
Faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, repentance and baptism for the
remission of sin, are absolute requirements, which must be
complied with, before the Holy Ghost can be received.81
Orson Pratt (1811–81)
The salvation, or redemption from your own sins, is not by free
grace alone, it requires a little work. But what are the works?
Jesus Christ, through his death and sufferings, has answered
the penalty, on condition that you believe in him, and repent
of your sins, and be baptized for the remission of them, and
receive the Gift of the Holy Ghost, by the laying on of hands,
and continue humble, and meek, and prayerful, until you go
down to your graves; and on these conditions, Jesus will plead
for you before the Father.82
Redemption from the original sin is without faith or
works; redemption from our own sins is given through faith
and works. Both are the gifts of free grace; but while one
is a gift forced upon us unconditionally, the other is a gift
merely offered to us conditionally. The reception of the one
is compulsory; the reception of the other is voluntary. Man
80. Wilford Woodruff, Journal of Discourses, 18:218.
81. Wilford Woodruff, Journal of Discourses, 18:220.
82. Orson Pratt, Journal of Discourses, 1:289.
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cannot by any possible act, prevent his redemption from the
fall; but he can utterly refuse and prevent his redemption from
the penalty of his own sins.83
Lorenzo Snow (1814–1901)
When we experience trying moments, then is the time for us
to avail ourselves of that great privilege of calling upon the
Lord for strength and understanding, intelligence and grace
by which we can overcome the weakness of the flesh against
which we have to make a continual warfare.84
It is important that we, as Latter-day Saints, should understand
and bear in mind that salvation comes through the grace of
God, and through the development in us of those principles
that governed those righteous people before mentioned. The
idea is not to do good because of the praise of men; but to do
good because in doing good we develop godliness within us,
and this being the case we shall become allied to godliness,
which will in time become part and portion of our being.85
Joseph F. Smith (1838–1918)
When we commit sin, it is necessary that we repent of it and
make restitution as far as lies in our power. When we cannot
make restitution for the wrong we have done, then we must
apply for the grace and mercy of God to cleanse us from that
iniquity.86
In going forth to war these young men are liable to be
confronted with danger far greater than that which they might
expect from the bullets of the enemy. There are many evils that
usually follow in the wake of marshaled armies equipped for
83.
84.
85.
86.

Orson Pratt, Journal of Discourses, 1:330.
Lorenzo Snow, Journal of Discourses, 20:188.
Lorenzo Snow, Journal of Discourses, 23:192.
Joseph F. Smith, Gospel Doctrine (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1919), 98.
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and engaged in war, far worse than honorable death which
may come in the conflict of battle. It matters not so much
when our young men are called, or where they may go, but it
does matter much to their parents, friends and associates in
the truth, and above all to themselves, how they go. They have
been trained all their lives as members of the Church to keep
themselves pure and unspotted from the sins of the world, to
respect the rights of others, to be obedient to righteous principles, to remember that virtue is one of the greatest gifts from
God. Moreover, that they should respect the virtue of others
and rather die a thousand times than defile themselves by
committing deadly sin. We want them to go forth clean, both
in thought and action, with faith in the principles of the gospel
and the redeeming grace of our Lord and Savior. We would
have them remember that only by living clean and faithful
lives can they hope to attain the salvation promised through
the shedding of the blood of our Redeemer.87
Notwithstanding our many weaknesses, imperfections and
follies the Lord still continues His mercy, manifests His grace
and imparts unto us His Holy Spirit, that our minds may be
illuminated by the light of revelation.88
Heber J. Grant (1856–1945)
To the people of the world we send our blessing, and bear
witness to them that God lives, that Jesus Christ is his Only
Begotten Son, the Redeemer of the world. We call upon all
men to come unto him, that through his grace they may attain
to eternal life and an inheritance with him in the kingdom of
his Father.89
We urge you to remember that your righteousness rests between you and your God. Others may exhort, encourage, and
87. Smith, Gospel Doctrine, 426.
88. Joseph F. Smith, Journal of Discourses, 12:347.
89. Clark, Messages of the First Presidency, 5:286.
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support, but you only can win the victory for your salvation, aided always by the love, the mercy, and grace of your
Heavenly Father, who will be always near you in your righteous life, wherever your lot may be cast.90
George Albert Smith (1870–1951)
By eternal decree, faith and work must walk hand in hand as
we advance toward the goal of eternal life.91
David O. McKay (1873–1970)
The fallacy that Jesus has done all for us, and live as we may,
if on our deathbed, we only believe, we shall be saved in his
glorious presence, is most pernicious. Jesus Christ, the Savior
of the world, has given us the means whereby man may obtain
eternal happiness and peace in the kingdom of our Father, but
man must work out his own salvation through obedience to
the eternal principles and ordinances of the gospel. . . .
I am not unmindful of the scripture that declares, “For by
grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is
the gift of God.” (Eph. 2:8.) That is absolutely true, for man in
his taking upon himself mortality was impotent to save himself.
When left to grope in a natural state, he would have become
and did become “carnal, sensual, and devilish by nature.” But
the Lord through his grace appeared to man, gave him the gospel or eternal plan whereby he might rise above the carnal and
selfish things of life and obtain spiritual perfection.92
John A. Widtsoe (1872–1952)
There are two first principles, faith and repentance, and
two first ordinances, baptism and the laying on of hands for
the gift of the Holy Ghost in the Church of Christ. These are
90. Clark, Messages of the First Presidency, 6:182.
91. Clark, Messages of the First Presidency, 6:229.
92. McKay, Gospel Ideals, 8, 10–11.
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closely interwoven. Faith is the first principle, upon which
other principles rest, and in the end all ordinances are derivatives of faith. But faith must be expressed in human actions,
else it cannot be known. A man proves his faith by his works;
he has no other means of doing so. The ordinance of baptism
for example may be viewed as man’s signature to his compact
with God, as an acceptance of the leadership of Jesus the Christ,
and as a promise to live the law of the Lord—the things that
would be expected from one who has acquired faith. Baptism
is a logical sequence of faith. Every ordinance becomes in like
manner a necessary tangible outward evidence of some phase
of that inward conviction called faith. Each ordinance, in its
place, becomes a logical acquiescence with some part of the
vast territory covered by faith. Each ordinance becomes a witness to man’s surrender to his Heavenly Father.93
Every person who accepts the divine plan for human salvation must accept the leadership of Jesus, and covenant to
keep the laws of the plan. As Christ is accepted with all the
attendant obligations of the gospel, in spirit and in deed, so
man may win salvation (Pearl of Great Price, Moses 5:8–9),
and there is no other way.94
* * The man who uses his powers in obedience to law to
fight all enemies of progress, whether ignorance, temptation,
appetites, or personalities, rises above existence; he lives; he is
on the way to salvation. For him who does not so use his powers, though he exist, life does not function fully; the light of
truth is blotted out; the enemy may defeat him; he is retreating from salvation. Salvation then is conditioned under the
divine plan and with divine help, upon the proper exercise of
the will of man. Complete salvation, which is full and eternal
life, results from man’s full endeavor to conform to the laws of
93. John A. Widtsoe, Evidences and Reconciliations (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1960),
196–97.
94. Widtsoe, Evidences and Reconciliations, 79.
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life, the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ. That is why we often
say that men save themselves with the aid of the Lord (D. & C.
29:44, 45).95
The manner of entrance into this the highest kingdom, is
therefore made clear. Any person who wishes to enter it must
have faith and repent from his sins. Then he must be baptized,
and receive the gift of the Holy Ghost by one who has divine
authority to perform such ordinances. There are principles
and ordinances which in their entirety belong peculiarly to the
higher kingdom.96
Though all this be so, the principle of free agency remains.
The Church may teach, but each member has the right to
accept or reject, in his life, the truth propounded. There is no
more basic law of conduct in the gospel. The Lord has formulated the plan of salvation; he offers His help, but each individual must act for himself in winning the salvation offered.
Measurably, with the aid of the Lord, each one of us “works out
his own salvation”; and we must each face the consequences of
our disobedience to law.97
James E. Talmage (1862–1933)
Religion is more than the confession and profession of the
lips. Jesus averred that in the day of judgment many would
pretend allegiance to Him, saying: “Lord, Lord, have we not
prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils?
and in thy name done many wonderful works? And then will I
profess unto them, I never knew you: depart from me, ye that
work iniquity.” Only by doing the will of the Father is the saving grace of the Son obtainable. To assume to speak and act in
the name of the Lord without the bestowal of authority, such
as the Lord alone can give, is to add sacrilege to hypocrisy.
95. Widtsoe, Evidences and Reconciliations, 190.
96. Widtsoe, Evidences and Reconciliations, 200.
97. Widtsoe, Evidences and Reconciliations, 280–81.
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Even miracles wrought will be no vindication of the claims of
those who pretend to minister in the ordinances of the gospel
while devoid of the authority of the Holy Priesthood.98
Individual salvation or rescue from the effects of personal sins
is to be acquired by each for himself by faith and good works
through the redemption wrought by Jesus Christ.99
As we proceed with our study, we shall find that among the specific teachings of the Church respecting the Christ are these:
(1) The unity and continuity of His mission in all ages—
this of necessity involving the verity of His preexistence and
foreordination. (2) The fact of His antemortal Godship. (3) The
actuality of His birth in the flesh as the natural issue of divine
and mortal parentage. (4) The reality of His death and physical resurrection, as a result of which the power of death shall
be eventually overcome. (5) The literalness of the atonement
wrought by Him, including the absolute requirement of individual compliance with the laws and ordinances of His gospel as the means by which salvation may be attained. (6) The
restoration of His Priesthood and the reestablishment of His
Church in the current age, which is verily the Dispensation of
the Fulness of Times. (7) The certainty of His return to earth
in the near future, with power and great glory, to reign in
Person and bodily presence as Lord and King.100
The application of the atonement to individual transgression, whereby the sinner may obtain absolution through compliance with the laws and ordinances embodied in the gospel
of Jesus Christ, is conclusively attested by scripture. Since forgiveness of sins can be secured in none other way, there being
either in heaven or earth no name save that of Jesus Christ
whereby salvation shall come unto the children of men, every
soul stands in need of the Savior’s mediation, since all are
98. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 245–46.
99. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 31 n. 5.
100. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 5.
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sinners, “For all have sinned and come short of the glory of
God,” said Paul of old, and John the apostle added his testimony in these words: “If we say that we have no sin we deceive
ourselves, and the truth is not in us.”
Who shall question the justice of God, which denies salvation to all who will not comply with the prescribed conditions
on which alone it is declared obtainable? Christ is “the author
of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him,” and God
“will render to every man according to his deeds: to them who
by patient continuance in well doing seek for glory and honor
and immortality, eternal life: but unto them that are contentious, and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness,
indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish, upon every
soul of man that doeth evil.”
Such then is the need of a Redeemer, for without Him mankind would forever remain in a fallen state, and as to hope of
eternal progression would be inevitably lost. The mortal probation is provided as an opportunity for advancement; but
so great are the difficulties and the dangers, so strong is the
influence of evil in the world, and so weak is man in resistance thereto, that without the aid of a power above that of
humanity no soul would find its way back to God from whom
it came. The need of a Redeemer lies in the inability of man
to raise himself from the temporal to the spiritual plane, from
the lower kingdom to the higher. In this conception we are
not without analogies in the natural world. . . .
So, for the advancement of man from his present fallen
and relatively degenerate state to the higher condition of spiritual life, a power above his own must cooperate. Through the
operation of the laws obtaining in the higher kingdom man
may be reached and lifted; himself he cannot save by his own
unaided effort. A Redeemer and Savior of mankind is beyond
all question essential to the realization of the plan of the
Eternal Father, “to bring to pass the immortality and eternal
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life of man”; and that Redeemer and Savior is Jesus the Christ,
beside whom there is and can be none other.101
Thus the scriptures of both hemispheres and in all ages
of ante-meridian time bore solemn testimony to the certainty
of Messiah’s advent; thus the holy prophets of old voiced the
word of revelation predicting the coming of the world’s King
and Lord, through whom alone is salvation provided, and
redemption from death made sure.102
The narrative of this interview between Nicodemus and
the Christ constitutes one of our most instructive and precious scriptures relating to the absolute necessity of unreserved
compliance with the laws and ordinances of the gospel, as the
means indispensable to salvation. Faith in Jesus Christ as the
Son of God, through whom alone men may gain eternal life; the
forsaking of sin by resolute turning away from the gross darkness of evil to the saving light of righteousness; the unqualified
requirement of a new birth through baptism in water, and this
of necessity by the mode of immersion, since otherwise the figure of a birth would be meaningless; and the completion of the
new birth through baptism by the Spirit—all these principles
are taught herein in such simplicity and plainness as to make
plausible no man’s excuse for ignorance.103
A condition essential to the exercise of a living, growing,
sustaining faith in Deity is the consciousness on man’s part
that he is at least endeavoring to live in accordance with the
laws of God as he has learned them, A knowledge that he is
wilfully and wantonly sinning against the truth will deprive
him of sincerity in prayer and faith and estrange him from
his Father. He must feel that the trend of his life’s course is
acceptable, that with due allowance for mortal weakness and
human frailty he is in some measure approved of the Lord;
101. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 26–27, 28.
102. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 52.
103. Talmage, Jesus the Christ, 162.
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otherwise he is restrained from supplicating the throne of
grace with confidence.104
The Apostle Paul quite comprehensively sums up the
results of Christ’s death and resurrection: “But now is Christ
risen from the dead, and become the firstfruits of them that
slept. For since by man came death, by man came also the
resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so
in Christ shall all be made alive” (1 Cor. 15:20–22). That is,
death having come on all men through the disobedience
of Adam, so must all be raised to immortality and eternal
life through the death and resurrection of Christ, Paul also
asserted that “the last enemy that shall be destroyed is death”
(verse 26). John the Revelator declares that he saw death and
hell cast into the lake of fire (Rev. 20:14). The atonement,
as wrought out by Jesus Christ, further signifies that He
has opened up the way for man’s redemption from his own
sins, through faith in Christ’s sufferings, death, and resurrection. The Apostle Paul well expresses this: “For all have
sinned, and come short of the glory of God; being justified
freely by his grace through the redemption that is in Christ
Jesus: whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through
faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God”
(Romans 3:23–26). These passages evidence that redemption from death, through the sufferings of Christ, is for all
men, both the righteous and the wicked; for this earth, and
for all things created upon it. The whole tenor of the scriptures assures us that, while they may be sure of resurrection
from death, regardless of their personal acts, yet they will be
rewarded for their works, whether they be good or evil, and
that redemption from personal sins can only be obtained
through obedience to the requirements of the gospel, and a
life of good works. The transgression of Adam being infinite
104. Talmage, Articles of Faith, 105.
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in its consequences, those consequences cannot be averted,
except through an infinite atonement.105
The sectarian dogma of justification by faith alone has exercised an influence for evil.106 The idea upon which this pernicious doctrine was founded was at first associated with that of
an absolute predestination, by which man was foredoomed to
destruction, or to an undeserved salvation. Thus, Luther taught
as follows: “The excellent, infallible, and sole preparation for
grace is the eternal election and predestination of God,” “Since
the fall of man, free will is but an idle word.” “A man who imagines to arrive at grace by doing all that he is able to do, adds
sin to sin, and is doubly guilty.” “That man is not justified who
performs many works; but he who without works has much
faith in Christ.” (For these and other doctrines of the so-called
“Reformation,” see D’Aubigné’s History of the Reformation, vol.
1, pp. 82, 83, 119, 122.) In Miller’s Church History (vol. 4, p. 514)
we read: “The point which the reformer [Luther] had most at
heart in all his labors, contests, and dangers, was the justification by faith alone.” Melanchthon voices the doctrine of Luther
in these words: “Man’s justification before God proceeds from
faith alone. This faith enters man’s heart by the grace of God
alone”; and further, “As all things which happen, happen necessarily according to the divine predestination, there is no such
thing as liberty in our wills” (D’Aubigné, vol. 3, p. 340). It is true
that Luther strongly denounced and vehemently disclaimed
responsibility for the excesses to which this teaching gave
rise, yet he was not less vigorous in proclaiming the doctrine.
Note his words: “I, Doctor Martin Luther, unworthy herald of
the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, confess this article, that
faith alone without works justifies before God; and I declare
105. Talmage, Articles of Faith, 478–79, appendix 4, quoting Franklin D. Richards and
James A. Little, A Compendium of the Doctrines of the Gospel (Salt Lake City: Deseret
News, 1884), 8, 9.
106. We have chosen to lowercase run-in headings in the quotations from James E.
Talmage.
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that it shall stand and remain forever in despite of the emperor
of the Romans, the emperor of the Turks, the emperor of the
Persians—in spite of the pope and all the cardinals, with the
bishops, priests, monks, and nuns—in spite of kings, princes,
and nobles, and in spite of all the world and of the devils themselves; and that if they endeavor to fight against this truth they
will draw the fires of hell upon their heads. This is the true and
holy gospel, and the declaration of me, Doctor Luther, according to the teachings of the Holy Ghost” (D’Aubigné, vol. 1,
p. 70). It should be remembered, however, that Luther, and even
the most pronounced contenders for the doctrine of justification by faith, affirmed the necessity of sanctification as well as
justification. Fletcher, End of Religious Controversy, p. 90, illustrates the vicious extreme to which this evil doctrine led, by
accusing one of its adherents with having said: “Even adultery
and murder do not hurt the pleasant children, but rather work
for their good. God sees no sin in believers, whatever sin they
may commit. * * * It is a most pernicious error of the schoolmen
to distinguish sins according to the fact, and not according to
the person. Though I blame those who say, let us sin that grace
may abound, yet adultery, incest, and murder, shall upon the
whole, make me holier on earth, and merrier in heaven.”
A summary of the mediaeval controversy regarding the
means of grace, including the doctrines of Luther and others,
is presented in Roberts’ Outlines of Ecclesiastical History, part
3, section 2, to which the student is referred. The quotations
given above are incorporated therein.
Faith includes works—by isolating certain passages of
scripture and regarding them as though they are complete in
themselves some readers have assumed inconsistency if not
contradiction to exist. Paul has been misrepresented as a proponent of the sufficiency of faith without works, and James has
been cited in opposition. Compare Rom. 4:25; 9:11; Gal. 2:16;
2 Tim. 1:9; Titus 3:5, with James 1:22, 23; 2:14–26. Paul specifies
the outward forms and ceremonies of the Mosaic law, which
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had been superseded by the higher requirements of the Gospel,
as unessential works. James speaks of actual effort and effective
deeds as the works that result from true faith in God and His
requirements. But after all, the apparent differences lie in the
words and not in the spirit or the fact. The following note by
Elder J. M. Sjodahl of the Church Historian’s Office is instructive and in point: “If we comprehend fully the meaning in
which the authors of the scriptures use the word ‘faith’ we shall
see that there is no difference in meaning between true faith
and works of faith. In the Bible the two terms mean the same
thing. James does not contradict Paul. For, to ‘believe’ is to live
by the laws of the gospel. The [Latin] verbs credere and vivere
are synonymous, since faith without works is dead. That is the
teaching of James, and Paul certainly does not teach salvation
by means of dead faith.”107
The individual effect of the atonement makes it possible
for any and every soul to obtain absolution from the effect of
personal sins, through the mediation of Christ; but such saving
intercession is to be invoked by individual effort as manifested
through faith, repentance, and continued works of righteousness. The laws under which individual salvation is obtainable
have been prescribed by Christ, whose right it is to say how the
blessings made possible by His own sacrifice shall be administered. All men are in need of the Savior’s mediation, for all
are transgressors. So taught the apostles of old: “For all have
sinned, and come short of the glory of God.” And again: “If
we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth
is not in us.” That the blessing of redemption from individual
sins, while open for all to attain, is nevertheless conditioned on
individual effort, is as plainly declared as is the truth of unconditional redemption from death as an effect of the fall. There is
a judgment ordained for all, and all will be judged “according
to their works.” The free agency of man enables him to choose
107. Talmage, Articles of Faith, 480–81, appendix 5.
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or reject, to follow the path of life or the road that leads to
destruction; therefore it is but just that he be held to answer for
the exercise of his power of choice and that he meet the results
of his acts.108
Without Christ no man can be saved, and the salvation provided at the cost of Christ’s sufferings and bodily death is offered
upon certain clearly defined conditions only; and these are summarized under “obedience to the laws and ordinances of the
Gospel.”109
Inasmuch as salvation is attainable only through the mediation
and atonement of Christ, and since this is made applicable to
individual sin in the measure of obedience to the laws of righteousness, faith in Jesus Christ is indispensable to salvation.110
Though within the reach of all who diligently strive to gain it,
faith is nevertheless a divine gift. As is fitting for so priceless
a pearl, it is given to those only who show by their sincerity
that they are worthy of it, and who give promise of abiding by
its dictates. Although faith is called the first principle of the
Gospel of Christ, though it be in fact the foundation of religious life, yet even faith is preceded by sincerity of disposition
and humility of soul, whereby the word of God may make an
impression upon the heart. No compulsion is used in bringing men to a knowledge of God; yet, as fast as we open our
hearts to the influences of righteousness, the faith that leads
to life eternal will be given us of our Father.111
Joseph Fielding Smith (1876–1972)
There is a difference between the Lord Jesus Christ and the
rest of mankind. We have no life in ourselves, for no power has
108.
109.
110.
111.

Talmage, Articles of Faith, 89–90.
Talmage, Articles of Faith, 91.
Talmage, Articles of Faith, 106.
Talmage, Articles of Faith, 107.

Davies, Mormon Culture of Salvation (Paulsen, Walker) • 149

been given unto us, to lay down our lives and take them again.
That is beyond our power, and so, being subject to death, and
being sinners—for we are all transgressors of the law to some
extent, no matter how good we have tried to be—we are therefore unable in and of ourselves to receive redemption from our
sins by any act of our own.
This is the grace that Paul was teaching. Therefore, it is
by the grace of Jesus Christ that we are saved. And had he not
come into the world, and laid down his life that he might take
it again, or as he said in another place, to give us life that we
may have it more abundantly—we would still be subject to
death and be in our sins.
As it was pointed out by Isaiah and others of the prophets
many hundreds of years before his birth, Christ took upon
himself the transgressions of all men and suffered for them,
that they might escape, on conditions of their repentance, and
acceptance of his gospel, and their faithfulness to the end. So
we are saved by grace and that not of ourselves. It is the gift
of God. . . .
So Paul taught these people—who thought that they could
be saved by some power that was within them, or by observing the law of Moses—he pointed out to them the fact that
if it were not for the mission of Jesus Christ, if it were not for
this great atoning sacrifice, they could not be redeemed. And
therefore it was by the grace of God that they are saved, not by
any work on their part, for they were absolutely helpless. Paul
was absolutely right.112
Harold B. Lee (1899–1973)
Spiritual certainty that is necessary to salvation must be preceded by a maximum of individual effort. Grace, or the free
gift of the Lord’s atoning power, must be preceded by personal
112. Joseph Fielding Smith, Doctrines of Salvation, 2:309–10.
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striving. Repeating again what Nephi said, “By grace . . . we
are saved, after all we can do.”113
We hear much from some persons of limited understanding about the possibility of one’s being saved by grace alone. But
it requires the explanation of another prophet to understand
the true doctrine of grace as he explained in these meaningful
words:
“For,” said this prophet, “we labor diligently to write, to
persuade our children, and also our brethren, to believe in
Christ, and to be reconciled to God; for we know that it is by
grace that we are saved, after all we can do.” (2 Nephi 25:23.)
Truly we are redeemed by the atoning blood of the Savior of the
world, but only after each has done all he can to work out his
own salvation.114
We are saved by grace, yes, through the atonement of the Master,
but Nephi taught this other principle: “For we know that it is by
grace that we are saved, after all we can do.” (2 Nephi 25:23.)115
Spencer W. Kimball (1895–1985)
There can be no real and true Christianity, even with good
works, unless we are deeply and personally committed to the
reality of Jesus Christ as the Only Begotten Son of the Father, who
bought us, who purchased us in the great act of atonement.116
However good a person’s works, he could not be saved had
Jesus not died for his and everyone else’s sins. And however
powerful the saving grace of Christ, it brings exaltation to no
man who does not comply with the works of the gospel.117
113. Harold B. Lee, Stand Ye in Holy Places: Selected Sermons and Writings of President
Harold B. Lee (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1974), 213.
114. Lee, Stand Ye in Holy Places, 236.
115. Harold B. Lee, Conference Report, October 1956, 62; see also Clyde J. Williams,
ed., The Teachings of Harold B. Lee (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1996), 407.
116. Spencer W. Kimball, The Teachings of Spencer W. Kimball, ed. Edward L. Kimball
(Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1982), 68.
117. Spencer W. Kimball, The Miracle of Forgiveness (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1969), 207.
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Ezra Taft Benson (1899–1994)
Lehi taught that “no flesh can dwell in the presence of
God, save it be through the merits, and mercy and grace of the
Holy Messiah” (2 Nephi 2:8). Even the most just and upright
man cannot save himself solely on his own merits, for, as the
Apostle Paul tells us, “all have sinned, and come short of the
glory of God” (Romans 3:23). Therefore, repentance means
more than simply a reformation of behavior. Many men and
women in the world demonstrate great will-power and selfdiscipline in overcoming bad habits and the weaknesses of
the flesh. Yet at the same time they give no thought to the
Master, sometimes even openly rejecting Him. Such changes
of behavior, even if in a positive direction, do not constitute
true repentance. Repentance involves not just a change of
actions, but a change of heart.118
By grace, the Savior accomplished His atoning sacrifice
so that all mankind will attain immortality. By His grace, and
by our faith in His atonement and repentance of our sins, we
receive the strength to do the works necessary that we otherwise could not do by our own power. By His grace we receive an
endowment of blessing and spiritual strength that may eventually lead us to eternal life if we endure to the end. By His grace
we become more like His divine personality. Yes, it is “by grace
that we are saved, after all we can do” (2 Nephi 25:23).119
Bruce R. McConkie (1915–85)
God’s grace consists in his love, mercy, and condescension
toward his children. All things that exist are manifestations of
the grace of God. The creation of the earth, life itself, the atonement of Christ, the plan of salvation, kingdoms of immortal
118. Ezra Taft Benson, The Teachings of Ezra Taft Benson (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft,
1988), 71.
119. Teachings of Ezra Taft Benson, 353–54.
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glory hereafter, and the supreme gift of eternal life—all these
things come by the grace of him whose we are.120
Christ is the Author of Salvation. This means that he made
salvation available to all men in that he worked out the infinite and eternal atonement. Paul’s statement that Christ is
“the author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him”
(Heb. 5:9), as the marginal reading shows, means that he is the
“cause” thereof, that is, salvation is possible because of his atoning sacrifice; without this sacrifice there would be no salvation.
Paul’s other statement that Christ is “the author and finisher
of our faith” (Heb. 12:2), also according to the marginal reading, means that he is the “leader” in the cause of salvation.121
Since all good things come by the grace of God (that is, by
his love, mercy, and condescension), it follows that salvation
itself—in all its forms and degrees—is bestowed because of
this infinite goodness. . . . The very opportunity to follow the
course of good works which will lead to that salvation sought
by the saints comes also by the grace of God.122

120. Bruce R. McConkie, Mormon Doctrine, 2nd ed. (Salt Lake City: Bookcraft, 1966),
338.
121. McConkie, Mormon Doctrine, 66.
122. McConkie, Mormon Doctrine, 670–71.
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Appendix C: Grace in Latter-day Saint Hymnology
A Collection of Sacred Hymns, for the Church of the Latter Day
Saints (1835)
Hymn 1: “Know then that every soul is free”123
“Our God is pleas’d when we improve His grace, and seek his
perfect love.” (verse 4)
“To stubborn willers this I’ll tell, It’s all free grace, and all free
will.” (verse 5)
Hymn 2: “Let ev’ry mortal ear attend”
“The gates of glorious gospel grace, Stand open night and day:
Lord, we are come to seek supplies, And drive our wants away.”
(verse 6)
Hymn 4: “Glorious things of thee are spoken”
“Grace which like the Lord, the giver, Never fails from age to age.”
(verse 4)
“Bless’d inhabitants of Zion, Purchas’d with the Savior’s blood!
Jesus whom their souls rely on, Makes them kings and priests to
God.” (verse 7)
“Savior, since of Zion’s city I through grace a member am; Though
the world despise and pity, I will glory in thy name.” (verse 9)
Hymn 8: “O happy souls who pray”
“God is the only Lord, Our shield and our defence; With gifts his
hand is stor’d: We draw our blessings thence. He will bestow On
Jacob’s race, Peculiar grace, And glory too.” (verse 3)
Hymn 10: “He died! the great Redeemer died!”
“Say, ‘Live forever wond’rous King! Born to redeem and strong to
save!’ Then ask the monster—‘Where’s thy sting? And where’s thy
vict’ry, boasting grave?’ ” (verse 6)
Hymn 20: “My soul is full of peace and love”
“The Spirit’s power has sealed my peace, And fill’d my soul with
heav’nly grace; Transported, I with peace and love, Am waiting
for the throngs above.” (verse 2)
123. The hymns do not appear with titles; the index gives the first line of the hymns,
by which most hymns became identified.
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Hymn 22: “The great and glorious gospel light”
“The great and glorious gospel light, Has usher’d forth my sight,
Which in my soul I have receiv’d, From death and bondage being
freed.” (verse 1)
Hymn 24: “Gently raise the sacred strain”
“Sweetly swell the solemn sound, While we bring our gifts around,
Of broken hearts, As a willing sacrifice, Showing what his grace
imparts.” (verse 3)
Hymn 40: “My God, how endless is thy love”
“My God, how endless is thy love, Descending like the morning
dew; Thy glorious gifts come from above, And all thy mercies
too.” (verse 1)
Hymn 41: “Awake! for the morning is come”
“O Lord, thou good Shepherd and King—We want, through the
day, to feed in thy pastures, And feast on thy bounteous goodness
and grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 43: “Come let us sing an evening hymn”
“O thank the Lord for grace and gifts, Renew’d in latter days; For
truth and light, to guide us right, In wisdom’s pleasant ways.”
(verse 3)
Hymn 44: “Lord thou wilt hear me when I pray”
“I pay this evening sacrifice; And when my work is done, Great
God, my faith and hope relies Upon thy grace alone.” (verse 3)
Hymn 46: “Great God! to thee my evening song”
“My days unclouded as they pass, And ev’ry onward rolling hour,
Are monuments of wonderous grace, And witness to thy love and
power.” (verse 2)
“Seal my forgiveness in the blood Of Christ, my Lord; his name
alone I plead for pardon, gracious God, And kind acceptance at
thy throne.” (verse 4)
Hymn 57: “O God th’ eternal Father”
“When Jesus, the anointed, Descended from above, And gave
himself a ransom To win our souls with love; With no apparent
beauty, That men should him desire—He was the promis’d Savior,
To purify with fire.” (verse 3)

Davies, Mormon Culture of Salvation (Paulsen, Walker) • 155

“How infinite that wisdom, The plan of holiness, That made sal
vation perfect, And vail’d the Lord in flesh, To walk upon his
footstool, And be like man, (almost,) In his exalted station, And
die—or all was lost!” (verse 4)
Hymn 58: “ ’Twas on that dark and solemn night”
“What wondrous words of grace he spake!” (verse 2)
“ ‘This is my body broke for sin; Receive and eat the living food.’ ”
(verse 3)
Hymn 59: “Arise, my soul, arise”
“Arise, my soul, arise, Shake off the guilty fears, The bleeding
sacrifice In my behalf appears; Before the throne my Sur’ty stands,
My name is written on his hands.” (verse 1)
“He ever lives above, For me to intercede, His all-redeeming love,
His precious blood to plead; His blood aton’d for all our race, And
sprinkles now the throne of grace.” (verse 2)
“Five bleeding wounds he bears, Receiv’d on Calvary; They pour
effectual prayers, They strongly speak for me; Forgive him, O
forgive, they cry, Nor let that ransom’d sinner die!” (verse 3)
“The Father hears him pray, His dear anointed One: He cannot
turn away The presence of his Son: His Spirit answers to the blood,
And tells me I am born of God.” (verse 4)
“My God is reconcil’d, His pard’ning voice I hear: He owns me for
his child, I can no longer fear; With confidence I now draw nigh,
And Father, Abba Father, cry.” (verse 5)
Hymn 61: “Alas! and did my Savior bleed!”
“Was it for crimes that I have done, He groan’d upon the tree?
Amazing pity! grace unknown! And love beyond degree.” (verse 2)
Hymn 66: “Let Zion in her beauty rise”
“Alas! the day will then arrive, When rebels to God’s grace, Will call
for rocks to fall on them, And hide them from his face.” (verse 5)
Hymn 67: “Jesus the name that charms our fears”
“He speaks—and list’ning to his voice, Sinners new life receive,
The mournful broken hearts rejoice, The humble poor believe.”
(verse 2)
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“O for a thousand tongues to sing, My great Redeemer’s praise; The
glories of my God and King, The triumphs of his grace.” (verse 5)
Hymn 72: “Before this earth from chaos sprung”
“He prophesied of this our day, That God would unto Israel say,
The gospel light you now shall see, And from your bondage be set
free.” (verse 5)
Hymn 75: “Oh Jesus! the giver Of all we enjoy”
“We now are enlisted In Jesus’ bless’d cause, Divinely assisted To
conquer our foes; His grace will support us Till conflicts are o’er,
He then will escort us To Zion’s bright shore.” (verse 4)
Hymn 78: “The Lord into his garden comes”
“The glorious time is rolling on, The gracious work is now begun,
My soul a witness is; Come, taste and see the pardon free To all
mankind, as well as me; Who comes to Christ may live.” (verse 3)
Hymn 79: “I know that my Redeemer lives”
“He lives and grants me daily breath, He lives, and I shall conquer
death, He lives my mansion to prepare, He lives to bring me safely
there.” (verse 6)
Hymn 81: “Let thy kingdom, blessed Savior”
“He both comforts us and frees us, The good shepherd feeds his
sheep.” (verse 4)
“Christ alone, whose merit saves us.” (verse 6)
Hymn 82: “How firm a foundation”
“In every condition—in sickness, in health, In poverty’s vale, or
abounding in wealth, At home and abroad, on the land, on the
sea, As thy days may demand, so thy succor shall be.” (verse 2)
“Fear not, I am with thee; O be not dismay’d! For I am thy God,
and will still give thee aid; I’ll strengthen thee, help thee, and
cause thee to stand, Upheld by my righteous, omnipotent hand.”
(verse 3)
“When through fiery trials thy pathway shall lie, My grace allsufficient shall be thy supply; The flame shall not hurt thee; I only
design Thy dross to consume, and thy gold to refine.” (verse 5)
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“The soul that on Jesus hath lean’d for repose, I will not, I cannot
desert to his foes; That soul, though all hall should endeavor to
shake, I’ll never—no, never, no never forsake!” (verse 7)
Hymn 84: “How pleased and blest was I”
“Zion, thrice happy place, Adorn’d with wondrous grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 85: “Though in the outward church below”
“No! This will aggravate their case, They perish’d under means
of grace.” (verse 3)
Hymn 86: “O God! our help in ages past”
“Under the shadow of thy throne; Still may we dwell secure;
Sufficient is thine arm alone, And our defence is sure.” (verse 2)
Hymn 87: “Hark! from the tombs a doleful sound”
“Grant us the pow’r of quick’ning grace, To fit our souls to fly;
Then, when we drop this dying flesh, We’ll rise above the sky.”
(verse 4)
The Latter-day Saints’ Psalmody (1889)124
Hymn 4: “And I am Thine by sacred ties, Thy son, Thy servant bought
with blood. . . . And felt the power of sovereign grace.” (verses 2
and 3)
Hymn 5: “Our hopes for bliss on Thee depend.” (verse 1)
Hymn 12: “He’ll burst the portals of the tomb, And bring their sleeping dust to light.” (verse 2)
Hymn 16: “The Lord, who built the earth and sky, In mercy stoops to
hear thy cry; His promise all may freely claim: ‘Ask and receive in
Jesus’ name.’ ” (verse 2)
Hymn 17: “Hope, hope eternal brings relief; Faith sounds a triumph
o’er the tomb.” (verse 2)
Hymn 20: “Rememb’ring God’s incarnate Son, Who suffered on
th’accursed tree To set the contrite sinner free.” (verse 3)
Hymn 22: “Make our enlarged souls possess And learn the height and
breadth and length And depth of thine unmeasured grace.” (verse 2)
124. The hymn titles in this book function as the names of hymn tunes and do not
reflect the words of the hymn.
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Hymn 26: “Thy mercy has preserved my soul.” (verse 3)
Hymn 37: “Blest is the man whose shoulders take My yoke, and bear it
with delight: My yoke is easy to his neck, My grace shall make the
burden light.” (verse 3)
Hymn 38: “Behold the great Redeemer comes To bring his ransomed
people home.” (verse 1)
Hymn 40: “ ’Tis you, ye children of the light. . . . Come, come, ye subjects of his grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 41: “O Lord, our Father, let thy grace Shed its glad beams on
Jacob’s race. . . . Their mis’ry let thy mercy heal.” (verses 1 and 2)
Hymn 43: “And when like wand’ring sheep we stray’d He brought us
to his fold again.” (verse 2)
Hymn 46: “When God’s own people stand in need, His goodness will
provide supplies. . . . For nature’s course shall sooner change Than
God’s dear children be forgot.” (verses 1 and 3)
Hymn 49: “Lord, spread the triumphs of thy grace.” (verse 3)
Hymn 50: “Man broke the law of his estate, And Jesus came to expiate, Atone and rescue fallen man, According to Jehovah’s plan.”
(verse 3)
Hymn 58: “Happy the man who finds the grace, . . . Who knows ‘The
Savior died for me.’ ” (verses 1 and 2)
Hymn 60: “Foolish . . . despise the proffered grace.” (verses 1 and 3)
Hymn 61: “The spirit’s power has sealed my peace, And filled my soul
with heav’nly grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 72: “Salvation! precious, priceless boon! Gift of the Gods by
God the Son!” (verse 3)
Hymn 80: “Lift up your heads, ye Saints, in peace, The Savior comes
for your release.” (verse 3)
Hymn 88: “O Father, give us grace in store.” (verse 3)
Hymn 90: “For all the faithful Christ will save, And crown with vict’ry
o’er the grave.” (verse 2)
Hymn 91: “Our weakness help, our darkness chase, And guide us by
the light of grace!” (verse 2)
Hymn 94: “He saves th’ oppress’d, he feeds the poor.” (verse 2)
Hymn 95: “Our strength thy grace, our rule Thy word.” (verse 1)
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Hymn 99: “When we thy wondrous glories hear, And all thy suff’rings
trace, . . . What sweetly awful scenes appear! What rich, unbounded
grace!” (verse 2)
Hymn 112: “With plenteous grace their hearts prepare, To execute thy
will.” (verse 3)
Hymn 132: “Gather the outcasts in, and save From sin and Satan’s
pow’r; And let them now acceptance have, And know their gracious hour. . . . What thou hast bought so dear.” (verses 2 and 3)
Hymn 142: “For Jesus is the sinner’s friend; He died that we might
live.” (verse 3)
Hymn 149: “To all who seek and serve him right Will give a free
reward.” (verse 2)
Hymn 155: “O sing the fervor of his love, The wonders of his grace
Who sent the Savior from above To save a dying race.” (verse 2)
Hymn 169: “Great God, my faith, my hope relies Upon thy grace
alone.” (verse 3)
Hymn 171: “And guide their feet in paths that lead To Israel’s chosen race, And let their remnants now behold The plan of saving
grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 176: “A son of peace dwells here—Thy grace to him be giv’n,
On earth may he thy law revere, And dwell with thee in heav’n.”
(verse 3)
Hymn 190: “Arise, my soul, arise, thy guilty fears; The bleeding sacrifice In my behalf appears; Before the throne my surety stands, My
name is written on his hands.” (verse 1)
Hymn 195: “O Lord, our Sovereign King, Our infant charge now bless;
Him to thee now we bring, O grant him now thy grace. And to us,
Lord, may grace be giv’n To train this gift of thine for heav’n. . . .
Sustain’d by grace divine, may he Be taught, O Lord, our God, by
thee.” (verses 1 and 2)
Hymn 196: “He will bestow On Jacob’s race Peculiar grace, And glory
too.” (verse 3)
Hymn 198: “Then all his ransom’d heirs Will find their promised
rest.” (verse 3)
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Hymn 208: “In the blood of yonder Lamb—Blood that washes white
as snow.” (verse 2)
Hymn 224: “May we ev’ry grace inherit: Lord, we seek a boon divine.”
(verse 1)
Hymn 229: “Go and publish free salvation.” (verse 1)
Hymn 240: “God himself shall loose thy bands.” (verse 1)
Hymn 262: “His love and grace adore, Who all our sorrows bore.”
(verse 1)
Hymn 267: “One only thing resolved to know, To square our useful
lives below, By reason and by grace.” (verse 3)
Hymn 268: “With diligence we’ll still pursue Those acts of grace and
mercy due To toil-worn, lab’ring men!” (verse 2)
Hymn 299: “We shall sing Emanuel’s praise; Freed from all that now
encumbers.” (verse 3)
Hymn 306: “I sing of thy grace from my earliest days, Ever near to
allure and defend: Hitherto thou hast been my preserver from sin;
And I trust thou wilt save to the end.” (verse 3)
Latter-day Saint Hymns (1927)125
Hymn 9: “Again We Meet Around the Board”
Hymn 11: “He Died! The Great Redeemer Died”
Hymn 12: “While of These Emblems We Partake”
Hymn 15: “Behold the Great Redeemer Die”
Hymn 19: “All needful grace will God bestow, And crown that grace
with glory too; He gives us all things, and withholds No blessings
due to upright souls.” (verse 4)
“Might I enjoy the meanest place Within Thy house, O God of
grace.” (verse 2)
Hymn 20: “O Lord of Hosts”
Hymn 25: “The sacred lessons of Thy grace, Transmitted thro’ Thy
word, repent, And train us up in all Thy ways, To make us in Thy
will complete, To make us in Thy will complete; Fulfill Thy love’s
Redeeming plan, And bring us to a perfect man.” (verse 4)
125. The hymn titles in this hymnal usually reflect the first lines of the hymns.
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Hymn 28: “We’ll Sing All Hail to Jesus’ Name”
Hymn 30: “I pay this evening sacrifice, And when my work is done, Great
God, my faith, my hope relies Upon Thy grace alone.” (verse 3)
Hymn 32: “How Great the Wisdom and the Love”
Hymn 36: “The opening heav’ns around me shine With beams of
sacred bliss, . . . If Jesus shows His mercy mine, And whispers, I
am His!” (verse 3)
Hymn 37: “Know This, That Every Soul Is Free”
“Our God is pleased when we improve His grace, and seek His
perfect love.” (verse 4)
“It is my free will to believe: ’Tis God’s free will me to receive; To
stubborn willers this I’ll tell, ’Tis all free grace and all free will.”
(verse 5)
Hymn 40: “No; while His love for me extends, The pattern makes my
duty plain; I’ll sound to earth’s remotest ends, His Gospel to the
souls of men.” (verse 5)
Hymn 45: “God of all consolation take The glory of Thy grace; Thy gifts
to Thee we render back In ceaseless songs of praise.” (verse 1)
Hymn 49: “Judge not the Lord by feeble sense, But trust Him for His
grace; Behind a frowning providence He hides a smiling face.”
(verse 4)
Hymn 51: “Thou wilt accept our humble prayer, And all our sins forgive; For Jesus’ sake, the sinner spare, He died that we might live.”
(verse 3)
Hymn 56: “Afflicted Saint, to Christ draw near, Thy Saviour’s gracious
promise hear; His faithful word declares to thee That ‘as thy day,
thy strength shall be.’ ” (verse 1)
Hymn 57: “Now Jesus, now Thy love impart, To govern each devoted
heart, And fit us for Thy will; Deep founded in the truth of grace,
Build up the rising Church, and place The city on the hill.” (verse 5)
Hymn 73: “Blest is the man whose shoulders take My yoke, and bear it
with delight; My yoke is easy to his neck, My grace shall make the
burden light.” (verse 3)
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Hymn 76: “Beneath the shadow we abide—The cloud of Thy protecting love. Our strength, Thy grace, our rule, Thy word, Our end,
the glory of the Lord.” (verse 1)
Hymn 89: “Zion, thrice happy place, Adorned with wondrous grace,
High walls of strength embrace thee round.” (verse 2)
Hymn 91: “Thy works of grace, how bright they shine!” (verse 3)
Hymn 99: “Brightly beams our Father’s mercy.” (verse 1)
Hymn 105: “Reverently and Meekly Now”
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Appendix D: Relevant Occurrences of “Save” or “Saved”
in Latter-day Saint Scriptures
Book of Mormon
For the fulness of mine intent is that I may persuade men
to come unto the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and
the God of Jacob, and be saved. (1 Nephi 6:4)
And behold, because of the thing which I have seen, I
have reason to rejoice in the Lord because of Nephi and also
of Sam; for I have reason to suppose that they, and also many
of their seed, will be saved. (1 Nephi 8:3)
Wherefore, all mankind were in a lost and in a fallen state,
and ever would be save they should rely on this Redeemer.
(1 Nephi 10:6)
And blessed are they who shall seek to bring forth my
Zion at that day, for they shall have the gift and the power of
the Holy Ghost; and if they endure unto the end they shall be
lifted up at the last day, and shall be saved in the everlasting
kingdom of the Lamb; and whoso shall publish peace, yea,
tidings of great joy, how beautiful upon the mountains shall
they be. . . .
And the angel spake unto me, saying: These last records,
which thou hast seen among the Gentiles, shall establish the
truth of the first, which are of the twelve apostles of the Lamb,
and shall make known the plain and precious things which
have been taken away from them; and shall make known to
all kindreds, tongues, and people, that the Lamb of God is the
Son of the Eternal Father, and the Savior of the world; and
that all men must come unto him, or they cannot be saved.
(1 Nephi 13:37, 40)
And at that day shall the remnant of our seed know that they
are of the house of Israel, and that they are the covenant people of
the Lord; and then shall they know and come to the knowledge
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of their forefathers, and also to the knowledge of the gospel of
their Redeemer, which was ministered unto their fathers by him;
wherefore, they shall come to the knowledge of their Redeemer
and the very points of his doctrine, that they may know how to
come unto him and be saved. (1 Nephi 15:14)
Wherefore, he will preserve the righteous by his power,
even if it so be that the fulness of his wrath must come, and
the righteous be preserved, even unto the destruction of their
enemies by fire. Wherefore, the righteous need not fear; for
thus saith the prophet, they shall be saved, even if it so be as
by fire. . . .
Wherefore, ye need not suppose that I and my father
are the only ones that have testified, and also taught them.
Wherefore, if ye shall be obedient to the commandments, and
endure to the end, ye shall be saved at the last day. And thus it
is. Amen. (1 Nephi 22:17, 31)
Wherefore, how great the importance to make these
things known unto the inhabitants of the earth, that they may
know that there is no flesh that can dwell in the presence of
God, save it be through the merits, and mercy, and grace of
the Holy Messiah, who layeth down his life according to the
flesh, and taketh it again by the power of the Spirit, that he
may bring to pass the resurrection of the dead, being the first
that should rise.
Wherefore, he is the firstfruits unto God, inasmuch as he
shall make intercession for all the children of men; and they
that believe in him shall be saved. (2 Nephi 2:8–9)
And blessed are the Gentiles, they of whom the prophet
has written; for behold, if it so be that they shall repent and
fight not against Zion, and do not unite themselves to that
great and abominable church, they shall be saved; for the Lord
God will fulfil his covenants which he has made unto his children; and for this cause the prophet has written these things.
(2 Nephi 6:12)
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And he cometh into the world that he may save all men
if they will hearken unto his voice; for behold, he suffereth
the pains of all men, yea, the pains of every living creature,
both men, women, and children, who belong to the family of
Adam. . . .
And he commandeth all men that they must repent, and
be baptized in his name, having perfect faith in the Holy One
of Israel, or they cannot be saved in the kingdom of God.
(2 Nephi 9:21, 23)
Wherefore, my beloved brethren, reconcile yourselves to
the will of God, and not to the will of the devil and the flesh;
and remember, after ye are reconciled unto God, that it is only
in and through the grace of God that ye are saved. (2 Nephi
10:24)
And my soul delighteth in proving unto my people that
save Christ should come all men must perish. (2 Nephi 11:6)
Behold, they will crucify him; and after he is laid in a sepulchre for the space of three days he shall rise from the dead,
with healing in his wings; and all those who shall believe on
his name shall be saved in the kingdom of God. Wherefore,
my soul delighteth to prophesy concerning him, for I have
seen his day, and my heart doth magnify his holy name. . . .
And now, my brethren, I have spoken plainly that ye cannot err. And as the Lord God liveth that brought Israel up
out of the land of Egypt, and gave unto Moses power that he
should heal the nations after they had been bitten by the poisonous serpents, if they would cast their eyes unto the serpent
which he did raise up before them, and also gave him power
that he should smite the rock and the water should come forth;
yea, behold I say unto you, that as these things are true, and
as the Lord God liveth, there is none other name given under
heaven save it be this Jesus Christ, of which I have spoken,
whereby man can be saved. . . .
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For we labor diligently to write, to persuade our children,
and also our brethren, to believe in Christ, and to be reconciled to God; for we know that it is by grace that we are saved,
after all we can do. (2 Nephi 25:13, 20, 23)
He doeth not anything save it be for the benefit of the world;
for he loveth the world, even that he layeth down his own life
that he may draw all men unto him. Wherefore, he commandeth none that they shall not partake of his salvation. . . .
For none of these iniquities come of the Lord; for he
doeth that which is good among the children of men; and
he doeth nothing save it be plain unto the children of men;
and he inviteth them all to come unto him and partake of his
goodness; and he denieth none that come unto him, black and
white, bond and free, male and female; and he remembereth
the heathen; and all are alike unto God, both Jew and Gentile.
(2 Nephi 26:24, 33)
And there shall also be many which shall say: Eat, drink,
and be merry; nevertheless, fear God—he will justify in committing a little sin; yea, lie a little, take the advantage of one
because of his words, dig a pit for thy neighbor; there is no
harm in this; and do all these things, for tomorrow we die;
and if it so be that we are guilty, God will beat us with a few
stripes, and at last we shall be saved in the kingdom of God.
(2 Nephi 28:8)
And I heard a voice from the Father, saying: Yea, the
words of my Beloved are true and faithful. He that endureth
to the end, the same shall be saved.
And now, my beloved brethren, I know by this that unless
a man shall endure to the end, in following the example of the
Son of the living God, he cannot be saved. . . .
And now, my beloved brethren, after ye have gotten into
this strait and narrow path, I would ask if all is done? Behold,
I say unto you, Nay; for ye have not come thus far save it were
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by the word of Christ with unshaken faith in him, relying
wholly upon the merits of him who is mighty to save. . . .
And now, behold, my beloved brethren, this is the way; and
there is none other way nor name given under heaven whereby
man can be saved in the kingdom of God. And now, behold,
this is the doctrine of Christ, and the only and true doctrine of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, which is one
God, without end. Amen. (2 Nephi 31:15–16, 19, 21)
And I pray the Father in the name of Christ that many of
us, if not all, may be saved in his kingdom at that great and
last day. (2 Nephi 33:12)
And how merciful is our God unto us, for he remembereth the house of Israel, both roots and branches; and he
stretches forth his hands unto them all the day long; and they
are a stiffnecked and a gainsaying people; but as many as will
not harden their hearts shall be saved in the kingdom of God.
(Jacob 6:4)
And now, my beloved brethren, I would that ye should
come unto Christ, who is the Holy One of Israel, and partake
of his salvation, and the power of his redemption. Yea, come
unto him, and offer your whole souls as an offering unto him,
and continue in fasting and praying, and endure to the end;
and as the Lord liveth ye will be saved. (Omni 1:26)
And even if it were possible that little children could sin
they could not be saved; but I say unto you they are blessed;
for behold, as in Adam, or by nature, they fall, even so the
blood of Christ atoneth for their sins. (Mosiah 3:16)
And this is the means whereby salvation cometh. And
there is none other salvation save this which hath been spoken
of; neither are there any conditions whereby man can be saved
except the conditions which I have told you. (Mosiah 4:8)
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But now Abinadi said unto them: I know if ye keep the
commandments of God ye shall be saved; yea, if ye keep the
commandments which the Lord delivered unto Moses in the
mount of Sinai. (Mosiah 12:33)
But I finish my message; and then it matters not whither I
go, if it so be that I am saved. . . .
And now, did they understand the law? I say unto you,
Nay, they did not all understand the law; and this because
of the hardness of their hearts; for they understood not that
there could not any man be saved except it were through the
redemption of God. (Mosiah 13:9, 32)
And now, ought ye not to tremble and repent of your
sins, and remember that only in and through Christ ye can be
saved? (Mosiah 16:13)
And he also testified unto the people that all mankind
should be saved at the last day, and that they need not fear nor
tremble, but that they might lift up their heads and rejoice; for
the Lord had created all men, and had also redeemed all men;
and, in the end, all men should have eternal life. (Alma 1:4)
And again I ask, were the bands of death broken, and the
chains of hell which encircled them about, were they loosed?
I say unto you, Yea, they were loosed, and their souls did
expand, and they did sing redeeming love. And I say unto you
that they are saved.
And now I ask of you on what conditions are they saved?
Yea, what grounds had they to hope for salvation? What is the
cause of their being loosed from the bands of death, yea, and
also the chains of hell? . . .
And behold, he preached the word unto your fathers, and
a mighty change was also wrought in their hearts, and they
humbled themselves and put their trust in the true and living
God. And behold, they were faithful until the end; therefore
they were saved. . . .
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Or do ye imagine to yourselves that ye can lie unto the
Lord in that day, and say—Lord, our works have been righteous works upon the face of the earth—and that he will save
you? . . .
I say unto you, can ye think of being saved when you have
yielded yourselves to become subjects to the devil?
I say unto you, ye will know at that day that ye cannot
be saved; for there can no man be saved except his garments
are washed white; yea, his garments must be purified until
they are cleansed from all stain, through the blood of him of
whom it has been spoken by our fathers, who should come to
redeem his people from their sins. . . .
Wo unto such an one, for he is not prepared, and the time
is at hand that he must repent or he cannot be saved! (Alma
5:9–10, 13, 17, 20–21, 31)
Now I say unto you that ye must repent, and be born
again; for the Spirit saith if ye are not born again ye cannot
inherit the kingdom of heaven; therefore come and be baptized unto repentance, that ye may be washed from your sins,
that ye may have faith on the Lamb of God, who taketh away
the sins of the world, who is mighty to save and to cleanse
from all unrighteousness. (Alma 7:14)
And at some period of time they will be brought to believe
in his word, and to know of the incorrectness of the traditions
of their fathers; and many of them will be saved, for the Lord
will be merciful unto all who call on his name. (Alma 9:17)
And Zeezrom said again: Shall he save his people in their
sins? And Amulek answered and said unto him: I say unto
you he shall not, for it is impossible for him to deny his word.
Now Zeezrom said unto the people: See that ye remember
these things; for he said there is but one God; yet he saith that
the Son of God shall come, but he shall not save his people—
as though he had authority to command God.
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Now Amulek saith again unto him: Behold thou hast lied,
for thou sayest that I spake as though I had authority to command God because I said he shall not save his people in their
sins.
And I say unto you again that he cannot save them in
their sins; for I cannot deny his word, and he hath said that no
unclean thing can inherit the kingdom of heaven; therefore,
how can ye be saved, except ye inherit the kingdom of heaven?
Therefore, ye cannot be saved in your sins. (Alma 11:34–37)
But this cannot be; we must come forth and stand before
him in his glory, and in his power, and in his might, majesty,
and dominion, and acknowledge to our everlasting shame
that all his judgments are just; that he is just in all his works,
and that he is merciful unto the children of men, and that he
has all power to save every man that believeth on his name
and bringeth forth fruit meet for repentance. (Alma 12:15)
And the people went forth and witnessed against them—
testifying that they had reviled against the law, and their lawyers and judges of the land, and also of all the people that
were in the land; and also testified that there was but one God,
and that he should send his Son among the people, but he
should not save them; and many such things did the people
testify against Alma and Amulek. Now this was done before
the chief judge of the land. (Alma 14:5)
And it came to pass that she went and took the queen by
the hand, that perhaps she might raise her from the ground;
and as soon as she touched her hand she arose and stood upon
her feet, and cried with a loud voice, saying: O blessed Jesus,
who has saved me from an awful hell! O blessed God, have
mercy on this people! (Alma 19:29)
But Ammon stood forth and said unto him: Behold, thou
shalt not slay thy son; nevertheless, it were better that he
should fall than thee, for behold, he has repented of his sins;
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but if thou shouldst fall at this time, in thine anger, thy soul
could not be saved. (Alma 20:17)
Thou also sayest, except we repent we shall perish. How
knowest thou the thought and intent of our hearts? How
knowest thou that we have cause to repent? How knowest
thou that we are not a righteous people? Behold, we have built
sanctuaries, and we do assemble ourselves together to worship God. We do believe that God will save all men. . . .
Now Aaron began to open the scriptures unto them concerning the coming of Christ, and also concerning the resurrection of the dead, and that there could be no redemption
for mankind save it were through the death and sufferings of
Christ, and the atonement of his blood. (Alma 21:6, 9)
And also, what is this that Ammon said—If ye will repent
ye shall be saved, and if ye will not repent, ye shall be cast off
at the last day? . . .
O God, Aaron hath told me that there is a God; and if
there is a God, and if thou art God, wilt thou make thyself
known unto me, and I will give away all my sins to know thee,
and that I may be raised from the dead, and be saved at the
last day. And now when the king had said these words, he was
struck as if he were dead. (Alma 22:6, 18)
And now, my brethren, if our brethren seek to destroy
us, behold, we will hide away our swords, yea, even we will
bury them deep in the earth, that they may be kept bright, as
a testimony that we have never used them, at the last day; and
if our brethren destroy us, behold, we shall go to our God and
shall be saved. . . .
And it came to pass that the people of God were joined
that day by more than the number who had been slain; and
those who had been slain were righteous people, therefore
we have no reason to doubt but what they were saved. (Alma
24:16, 26)
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Now when Ammon and his brethren saw this work of
destruction among those whom they so dearly beloved, and
among those who had so dearly beloved them—for they were
treated as though they were angels sent from God to save
them from everlasting destruction—therefore, when Ammon
and his brethren saw this great work of destruction, they were
moved with compassion. (Alma 27:4)
And now, because ye are compelled to be humble blessed
are ye; for a man sometimes, if he is compelled to be humble,
seeketh repentance; and now surely, whosoever repenteth
shall find mercy; and he that findeth mercy and endureth to
the end the same shall be saved. (Alma 32:13)
Yea, cry unto him for mercy; for he is mighty to save.
(Alma 34:18)
And now, my son, I have told you this that ye may learn
wisdom, that ye may learn of me that there is no other way
or means whereby man can be saved, only in and through
Christ. Behold, he is the life and the light of the world. Behold,
he is the word of truth and righteousness. (Alma 38:9)
Now, the decrees of God are unalterable; therefore, the
way is prepared that whosoever will may walk therein and be
saved. (Alma 41:8)
For behold, justice exerciseth all his demands, and also
mercy claimeth all which is her own; and thus, none but the
truly penitent are saved. (Alma 42:24)
O remember, remember, my sons, the words which king
Benjamin spake unto his people; yea, remember that there is no
other way nor means whereby man can be saved, only through
the atoning blood of Jesus Christ, who shall come; yea, remember that he cometh to redeem the world. (Helaman 5:9)
And wo unto him to whom he shall say this, for it shall be
unto him that will do iniquity, and he cannot be saved; there-
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fore, for this cause, that men might be saved, hath repentance
been declared.
Therefore, blessed are they who will repent and hearken
unto the voice of the Lord their God; for these are they that
shall be saved. . . .
And I would that all men might be saved. But we read
that in the great and last day there are some who shall be cast
out, yea, who shall be cast off from the presence of the Lord.
(Helaman 12:22–23, 25)
O ye people of the land, that ye would hear my words!
And I pray that the anger of the Lord be turned away from
you, and that ye would repent and be saved. (Helaman 13:39)
And this to the intent that whosoever will believe might be
saved, and that whosoever will not believe, a righteous judgment might come upon them; and also if they are condemned
they bring upon themselves their own condemnation. (Hela
man 14:29)
Behold, I have come unto the world to bring redemption
unto the world, to save the world from sin.
Therefore, whoso repenteth and cometh unto me as a little child, him will I receive, for of such is the kingdom of God.
Behold, for such I have laid down my life, and have taken it
up again; therefore repent, and come unto me ye ends of the
earth, and be saved. (3 Nephi 9:21–22)
And whoso believeth in me, and is baptized, the same
shall be saved; and they are they who shall inherit the kingdom of God. (3 Nephi 11:33)
Therefore come unto me and be ye saved; for verily I say
unto you, that except ye shall keep my commandments, which
I have commanded you at this time, ye shall in no case enter
into the kingdom of heaven. (3 Nephi 12:20)
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And whoso taketh upon him my name, and endureth to
the end, the same shall be saved at the last day. (3 Nephi 27:6)
Know ye that ye must come unto repentance, or ye cannot
be saved. (Mormon 7:3)
And he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, but
he that believeth not shall be damned. (Mormon 9:23)
Therefore, repent all ye ends of the earth, and come unto
me, and believe in my gospel, and be baptized in my name;
for he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that
believeth not shall be damned; and signs shall follow them
that believe in my name. (Ether 4:18)
Wherefore, I, Moroni, am commanded to write these
things that evil may be done away, and that the time may
come that Satan may have no power upon the hearts of the
children of men, but that they may be persuaded to do good
continually, that they may come unto the fountain of all righteousness and be saved. (Ether 8:26)
Now the last words which are written by Ether are these:
Whether the Lord will that I be translated, or that I suffer the
will of the Lord in the flesh, it mattereth not, if it so be that I
am saved in the kingdom of God. Amen. (Ether 15:34)
And after that he came men also were saved by faith in
his name; and by faith, they become the sons of God. And as
surely as Christ liveth he spake these words unto our fathers,
saying: Whatsoever thing ye shall ask the Father in my name,
which is good, in faith believing that ye shall receive, behold,
it shall be done unto you. . . .
And he hath said: Repent all ye ends of the earth, and
come unto me, and be baptized in my name, and have faith in
me, that ye may be saved. . . .
Or have angels ceased to appear unto the children of men?
Or has he withheld the power of the Holy Ghost from them?
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Or will he, so long as time shall last, or the earth shall stand, or
there shall be one man upon the face thereof to be saved? . . .
For no man can be saved, according to the words of
Christ, save they shall have faith in his name; wherefore, if
these things have ceased, then has faith ceased also; and awful
is the state of man, for they are as though there had been no
redemption made. . . .
And again, my beloved brethren, I would speak unto you
concerning hope. How is it that ye can attain unto faith, save
ye shall have hope? (Moroni 7:26, 34, 36, 38, 40)
Behold I say unto you that this thing shall ye teach—repentance and baptism unto those who are accountable and capable
of committing sin; yea, teach parents that they must repent and
be baptized, and humble themselves as their little children, and
they shall all be saved with their little children. . . .
Wherefore, if little children could not be saved without
baptism, these must have gone to an endless hell. (Moroni
8:10, 13)
But behold, my son, I recommend thee unto God, and I
trust in Christ that thou wilt be saved; and I pray unto God
that he will spare thy life, to witness the return of his people unto him, or their utter destruction; for I know that they
must perish except they repent and return unto him. (Moroni
9:22)
And except ye have charity ye can in nowise be saved in
the kingdom of God; neither can ye be saved in the kingdom of
God if ye have not faith; neither can ye if ye have no hope. . . .
And wo unto them who shall do these things away and
die, for they die in their sins, and they cannot be saved in
the kingdom of God; and I speak it according to the words of
Christ; and I lie not. (Moroni 10:21, 26)
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Doctrine and Covenants (not a complete list)
And as many as repent and are baptized in my name,
which is Jesus Christ, and endure to the end, the same shall
be saved.
Behold, Jesus Christ is the name which is given of the
Father, and there is none other name given whereby man can
be saved; . . .
And after that you have received this, if you keep not my
commandments you cannot be saved in the kingdom of my
Father. (D&C 18:22, 23, 46)
For these angels did not abide my law; therefore, they
cannot be enlarged, but remain separately and singly, without
exaltation, in their saved condition, to all eternity; and from
henceforth are not gods, but are angels of God forever and
ever. . . .
Go ye, therefore, and do the works of Abraham; enter ye
into my law and ye shall be saved. (D&C 132:17, 32)
Pearl of Great Price
And as many as believed in the Son, and repented of
their sins, should be saved; and as many as believed not and
repented not, should be damned; and the words went forth
out of the mouth of God in a firm decree; wherefore they must
be fulfilled. (Moses 5:15)
And Enoch also saw Noah, and his family; that the posterity of all the sons of Noah should be saved with a temporal
salvation. (Moses 7:42)
But he that remaineth steadfast and is not overcome, the
same shall be saved. . . .
And again, because iniquity shall abound, the love of men
shall wax cold; but he that shall not be overcome, the same
shall be saved. (Joseph Smith—Matthew 1:11, 30)
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We believe that through the Atonement of Christ, all
mankind may be saved, by obedience to the laws and ordinances of the Gospel. (Article of Faith 3)

The Foundation of Our Religion

Kevin L. Barney

T

he importance of the volume under review, Opening the Heavens,
may perhaps best be appreciated by recounting a lighthearted but
apt analogy once made by Martin Marty, the eminent professor emeri
tus of modern Christian history at the University of Chicago:
“When Cardinal de Polignac told Madame du Deffand that
the martyr St. Denis, the first Bishop of Paris, had walked a
hundred miles carrying his head in his hand, Madame du
Deffand correctly observed, ‘In such a promenade it is the
first step that is difficult.’”
By analogy, if the beginning of the promenade of Mormon
history, the First Vision and the Book of Mormon, can survive
the crisis, then the rest of the promenade follows and nothing that
happens in it can really detract from the miracle of the whole. If
the first steps do not survive, there can be only antiquarian, not
fateful or faith-full, interest in the rest of the story.
	. See Martin E. Marty, “Two Integrities: An Address to the Crisis in Mormon
Historiography,” in Faithful History: Essays on Writing Mormon History, ed. George D.

Review of John W. Welch and Erick B. Carlson, eds. Opening the
Heavens: Accounts of Divine Manifestations, 1820–1844. Salt Lake
City: Brigham Young University Press and Deseret Book, 2005. xii +
500 pp., with index. $32.95.
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Allow me to illustrate Marty’s observation with a concrete
example. Several years ago I attended my first annual conference of
the Mormon History Association (MHA) in Kirtland, Ohio. I have
managed to make it back every year since. It seems that every year
someone makes a presentation on the Mountain Meadows massacre.
I have learned by experience to get a seat early to these sessions since
they are always packed to the rafters. There is understandably a great
interest in this episode. Suppose for a moment that Richard Turley,
Ronald Walker, and Glen Leonard, in their ongoing research for their
forthcoming book on that event for Oxford University Press, were to
uncover actual evidence supporting Will Bagley’s apparent position
in Blood of the Prophets that Brigham Young ordered the massacre.
Would such a revelation mean the downfall of the church? Surely not.
The massacre is already a stain on Latter-day Saint history. While
evidence that Brigham played a more direct role would be a negative
aspect for the modern church to confront, it would not lead to a mass
exodus of Saints from the membership rolls. In the great scheme of
things, it would be a negative detail, not a deal breaker.
Conversely, imagine for a moment that archaeologists working in
upstate New York were to discover a faked set of “gold” plates made
from tin and somehow were able to determine that they were made by
Joseph. This would be a much more serious matter. Such a discovery
would work directly against the validity of the Book of Mormon and
would therefore be a foundational matter, and not a mere detail as
most later Latter-day Saint church history is.
Since Opening the Heavens deals with the most basic, foundational claims of the church, it should be apparent that this book is
extremely important. Included are chapters on the first vision, the
Book of Mormon, the restoration of the priesthood, visionary experiences, the restoration of temple keys and powers, and succession in
the presidency. These are not matters of minor historical detail; they
Smith (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1992), 176, for the story citing Paul Elmen, The
Restoration of Meaning to Contemporary Life (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1958), 189.
	. Will Bagley, Blood of the Prophets: Brigham Young and the Massacre at Moun
tain Meadows (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2002).
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go rather to the very heart of the truth claims made by the church and
therefore to its reason for being.
This book is a production of BYU Studies. When I first received
it, I was not overly excited about it since I had seen many of the
materials before. I am a longtime subscriber to and reader of BYU
Studies, and therefore I had already read previous versions of a
number of the studies published in this volume. But as I actually
delved further into the book, I noted that some of the pieces that
had appeared previously were greatly improved from their original
publication in the journal and that some of the pieces were either
new or essentially new. I then saw the value and wisdom of bringing
all this material together into a single, convenient volume. Knowing
right where everything is, I will be much more likely to make use
of this material in the future as opposed to having to rifle through
my extensive print collection of the journal trying to find the more
dated individual articles.
Many of the contributions to this volume reflect a particular
genre that has been pioneered in Mormon scholarly publication by
BYU Studies—the lengthy, organized collection of primary sources
preceded by an introductory and interpretive essay that puts the docu
ments in context. This genre plays to the historic strengths of BYU
Studies in documentary editing. I greatly appreciate these comprehensive document collections. For similar reasons I favor such attempts
at organized completeness as Dan Vogel’s Early Mormon Documents
and the forthcoming Joseph Smith Papers series. Although I appreciate some guidance, as the introductory essays provide, ultimately I
want to examine all the primary documents for myself and draw my
own conclusions. The chapters of this book are designed for exactly
that sort of detailed examination.
Just how extensive the documentation is in this volume may perhaps best be appreciated by a summary table:
	. Dan Vogel, ed., Early Mormon Documents, 5 vols. (Salt Lake City: Signature Books,
1996–2003).
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Table Showing Numbers of Documents
Chapter Topic
First Vision Accounts
Book of Mormon Translation

Number of Documents/Events
13
202

Priesthood Restoration

70

Visionary Experiences

76

Kirtland Temple Experience
Mantle of Joseph on Brigham

6
121

The first chapter in the book is Dean C. Jessee, “The Earliest Docu
mented Accounts of Joseph Smith’s First Vision” (pp. 1–33), which is a
reorganized and expanded version of his seminal article on this topic
from 1969. As important as the original article was in its time, subsequent document discoveries had rendered it incomplete in its coverage
of first vision accounts. I have taught an LDS institute class on early
Latter-day Saint church history twice and both times felt it necessary
to create my own spiral-bound collection of first vision accounts for
my students, drawing the material from a variety of published sources.
With the appearance of this enhanced version of Jessee’s study, such a
homemade edition is no longer necessary. The expanded documentation and improved organization is superb and makes this article the
most complete resource for the early first vision accounts. Jessee first
presents eight numbered documents produced by the Prophet, then
five contemporaneous documents produced by others (reflecting a
total of ten accounts, factoring out duplicates), followed by a discussion of other likely contemporaneous accounts and subsequent recollections of first vision accounts. The organization of this material is
crisp and logical. Jessee’s commentary on these accounts is appropriately spare, conveying first the historiographical context and then just
what we need to know about each account, and no more.
	. Dean C. Jessee, “The Early Accounts of Joseph Smith’s First Vision,” BYU Studies
9/3 (1969): 275–94.
	. My own preference would have been for Jessee to include the German text of
Orson Hyde’s 1842 tract Ein Ruf aus der Wüste together with the English translation,
rather than presenting the translation alone. Not to do so is contrary to the theme of
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A companion essay to Jessee’s presentation of the sources is James B.
Allen and John W. Welch, “The Appearance of the Father and the Son
to Joseph Smith in 1820” (pp. 35–75). I believe it was a wise editorial
decision to separate the presentation of the documents themselves from
this detailed analysis of those documents. This essay begins by tracing the intellectual history of scholarly engagement with the first vision
accounts, beginning with Paul Cheesman’s 1965 master’s thesis. It then
undertakes a detailed analysis of the first vision accounts, noting that
many of the differences among the accounts reflect the different audiences for whom they were prepared. The key feature of this essay is not a
lengthy appendix of documents, but a series of detailed charts comparing and contrasting the various accounts concerning background conditions mentioned, Joseph’s quest and struggle, what Joseph saw and
asked, what Joseph heard, and the aftermath of the vision. I found the
visual summary of the information in the article in tabular form to be
very helpful.
The Allen and Welch essay is a lucid and fine contribution to the
literature and is a great place for interested students to begin. I must
confess, however, that my absolute favorite article on this topic continues to be Richard Anderson’s “Circumstantial Confirmation,” which
appeared in the same 1969 issue of BYU Studies as the Jessee article
updated in this volume.
comprehensiveness that is significant in this book. For the German text, see Dean C.
Jessee, ed., The Papers of Joseph Smith (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1989), 1:402–25.
	. Similarly, Dan Vogel published both a generally neutral presentation of documents in his Early Mormon Documents and his interpretation of many of those documents in his Joseph Smith: The Making of a Prophet (Salt Lake City: Signature Books,
2004). In my view this is the way it should be done. For reviews of Vogel’s interpretive
biography, see Andrew H. Hedges and Dawson W. Hedges, “No, Dan, That’s Still Not
History,” FARMS Review 17/1 (2005): 205–22; Alan Goff, “Dan Vogel’s Family Romance
and the Book of Mormon as Smith Family Allegory,” FARMS Review 17/2 (2005): 321–
400; and Larry E. Morris, “Joseph Smith and ‘Interpretive Biography,’ ” FARMS Review
18/1 (2006): 321–74.
	. Paul R. Cheesman, “An Analysis of the Accounts Relating Joseph Smith’s Early
Visions” (master’s thesis, Brigham Young University, 1965).
	. Richard Lloyd Anderson, “Circumstantial Confirmation of the First Vision
through Reminiscences,” BYU Studies 9/3 (1969): 373–404. This article is cited in Opening
the Heavens under “Further Early Church Historical Documents Originally Published in
BYU Studies” (p. 481).
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Allen and Welch disclaim any attempt at providing all the details
or answering all the questions that may be raised regarding the first
vision accounts (p. 70). Personally, however, given the long-standing
controversy on the subject, I would have liked to see them expand
their discussion of “Dating the Vision” beyond the less than two pages
devoted to that topic (pp. 54–55). I did, however, think the discussion of the “Lord” of the 1832 account (pp. 63–64) was well done.
The authors recount Alexander Neibaur’s memory of the time when
Joseph asked, “Must I join the Methodist Church[?]” (p. 65). It would
have been useful at this point to include a note dealing with Joseph’s
attending a probationary class of the Palmyra Methodist Church in
1828, as has been claimed.
The next essay in the volume is John W. Welch, “The Miraculous
Translation of the Book of Mormon” (pp. 77–213). This essay has roots
in a number of previous efforts. Welch has a genuine gift for organizing
and presenting large amounts of complex information in clear ways,
and the chronological approach he takes to this material is exactly
what is needed. In this version of the material, Welch appends a section called “Documenting the Translation Chronology” that sets forth
202 documents relevant to the Book of Mormon translation process in
an organized fashion. Without a doubt, this essay provides essential
background material for anyone interested in that process.
Brian Q. Cannon and BYU Studies Staff, “Seventy Contemporaneous Priesthood Restoration Documents” (pp. 215–63), is one of the
pieces I well recall reading in its first incarnation in the pages of BYU
Studies. This document collection is a sort of brief contra the commonly stated critical position that Joseph simply made up the priesthood restoration in 1834 in order to shore up his standing within the
church.
Cannon’s essay illustrates why I like these extensive document
collections. Cannon makes it clear that he prefers the majority view of
a Melchizedek Priesthood restoration in 1829. I, along with Richard
	. Brian Q. Cannon and BYU Studies Staff, “Priesthood Restoration Documents,”
BYU Studies 35/4 (1995–96): 162–207.
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Bushman,10 prefer the minority view that dates that event to 1830.
While Cannon expresses his preference, he describes why some favor
the later dating and presents the relevant documents as well. This is
one of those questions on which reasonable people may disagree, and
the format of this material allows the reader to draw her own conclusions on such matters.
Next is Alexander L. Baugh, “Parting the Veil: Joseph Smith’s
Seventy-six Documented Visionary Experiences” (pp. 265–326). This
essay explores Joseph’s role as “seer.” In cataloging Joseph’s visionary
experiences, Baugh had to determine which ones, based on his definition, were actually of a visionary character. For instance, Baugh did
not include in his catalog Joseph’s physical description of the apostle
Paul (p. 266), which might have been based on visionary experience,
but may derive from apocryphal literature to which Joseph had access.
This was the correct decision, and Baugh consistently shows a fine
sense of judgment in making such determinations.
Baugh’s essay makes three major points: (1) the experiences were
numerous; (2) such experiences never became commonplace or routine; and (3) sometimes others experienced these visions with Joseph
(p. 267). For purposes of presentation, Baugh divides his analysis into
two time periods: 1820–1830 and 1831–1844. For analytical purposes,
he classifies the experiences into three types: “personal visitations of
deity”; visions received with the aid of interpreters, the seer stone, or
the Urim and Thummim; and “visions opened to the mind” (p. 268).
When I was an undergraduate at Brigham Young University, there
was at one time a display in the previous Joseph Smith Building—
based, I believe, on the research of H. Donl Peterson—that claimed
Moroni had visited Joseph thirty-one times. I remember the number
because I was shocked by how large it was; I had had no idea there had
been so many such visits. Peterson later indicated in print that, while
the total number of such visits is uncertain, twenty-two have been docu
mented.11 Baugh mentions Peterson’s work and claims “over twenty”
10. Richard L. Bushman, Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling (New York: Knopf, 2005),
118 and 588 n. 35.
11. See H. Donl Peterson, “Moroni: Joseph Smith’s Tutor,” Ensign, January 1992, 22–29.
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appearances, appropriately reflecting this later and more conservative
approach to this class of visitations (pp. 268–69).
Included in Baugh’s catalog are numerous angelic ministrants not
specifically identified, experiences with Satan, additional visions of
the Father and the Son together or the Son alone, visions of the future,
and visionary information regarding temple patterns.12
Steven C. Harper’s “ ‘A Pentecost and Endowment Indeed’: Six Eyewitness Accounts of the Kirtland Temple Experience” (pp. 327–71) situates the remarkable outpouring of the Spirit at the Kirtland Temple in
1836 as a series of events in continuity with the Pentecost described in
Acts 2. Most students know in general outline the nature of these experiences, but to read these actual eyewitness accounts makes the Kirtland Temple experiences all the more vivid. The essay includes a table
summarizing the features of the experiences in the accounts, including
washing and anointing ordinances, the Hosanna Shout, solemn assemblies, visions, gifts of prophecy, speaking in tongues, and the washing of
feet, all culminating in the April 3 vision of the Savior and the reception
of priesthood keys from ministering angels (p. 332).
The final contribution to the volume is Lynne Watkins Jorgensen,
“The Mantle of the Prophet Joseph Passes to Brother Brigham: One
Hundred Twenty-one Testimonies of a Collective Spiritual Witness”
(pp. 373–480). This is another of the pieces that I read in its original form in the pages of BYU Studies. In some ways this is the least
significant of the articles in the book. Does it really matter whether
numerous Saints saw something of Joseph in Brigham that day? What
truly matters is that the keys were passed from Joseph to Brigham, not
whether Brigham was perceived as Joseph.
This article is, however, a very useful corrective to simplistic understandings of this event. I recall that, at the MHA meetings in Kirtland
a few years ago, in a session on Joseph Smith biography, this topic of
the passing of the mantle of the Prophet from Joseph to Brigham came
12. The discussion of the so-called Cumorah cave (pp. 278–79) would have benefited
by a citation of Cameron Packer’s Journal of Book of Mormon Studies article on the subject. Cameron J. Packer, “Cumorah’s Cave,” Journal of Book of Mormon Studies 13/1–2
(2004): 50–57.
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up, and the discussion that ensued was a sort of microcosm of the different approaches taken to this issue. Someone in the audience mentioned that the Saints all perceived Joseph in Brigham that day. This is
probably a common, if simplistic, view of the event. The assumption
is that everyone had this experience and that we must have good contemporaneous evidence of that fact. Then someone raised his hand
and challenged the original comment, with the perspective that there
is no evidence that the event occurred at all, that it is a sort of Mormon
urban legend. Finally, a number of people, referencing the Jorgensen
article from BYU Studies, gave a more realistic recounting of the experience. Most people present at that event did not make a written record
of the day’s events at all, and the accounts of the transformation of
Brigham that we do have are later recollections, not contemporaneous
accounts. But, with those limitations understood, we actually do have
a substantial number of accounts by individuals who did in some way
perceive Joseph in Brigham. The more cautious approach to the event
suggested by the documentation collected by Jorgensen takes us on
a course between the naive simplicity of youthful assumptions and
the nihilistic cynicism of one who has been burned by such expectations one too many times. I myself traveled over time from the naive,
simplistic position to the more cynical, nihilistic position, and finally
to a more balanced understanding of this event, thanks to Jorgensen’s
research. So I appreciate this contribution to the volume very much,
as it had a profound influence on my own perception of the events of
that day.
In conclusion, this is an excellent, well-conceived, well-organized,
well-researched, and well-written volume—one for which there is certainly a need. Everyone with an interest in the origins of Mormonism,
whether as a matter of faith or simply as an academic interest, should
read this book.

Orders of Submission1
Louis Midgley

We must no longer be children, tossed to and fro and blown
about by every wind of doctrine, by people’s trickery, by their
craftiness in deceitful scheming. But speaking truth in love, we
must grow up into him who is the head, into Christ.
Ephesians 4:14–5 (NRSV)

T

Mormon missionaries don’t evangelize, they proselytize.
Carl Mosser

he Southern Baptist Convention (SBC)—currently the single largest Protestant denomination in the United States—holds the
dubious distinction of being, among all sizeable factions, the most
directly involved in consuming, as well as producing and marketing,
	. See Eric Voegelin, “The Mongol Orders of Submission to the European Powers,
1245–1255,” Byzantion 15 (1940–41): 378–413. I have borrowed the title of my essay from
something I read well over forty years ago.
	. Carl Mosser, “And the Saints Go Marching On: The New Mormon Challenge for
World Missions, Apologetics, and Theology,” in The New Mormon Challenge: Responding
to the Latest Defenses of a Fast-Growing Movement, ed. Francis J. Beckwith, Carl Mosser,
and Paul Owen (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2002), 68.

Review of essays on Mormonism. Southern Baptist Journal of Theology
9/2 (Summer 2005): 1–81.
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countercult propaganda, including anti-Mormon materials. Since
the SBC is essentially an alliance of at least potentially independent
congregations, the actual consumption of such propaganda depends
somewhat on the disposition of individual pastors. It is, therefore, difficult to gauge the propensity of congregations to yield to a parade of
perverted passions. It is much easier to assess whether there are signs
that the increasingly centralized SBC bureaucracy is making an effort
to restrain, rather than to promote, the consumption of countercult
anti-Mormonism by its affiliated congregations.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky, which claims to be the flagship seminary of the SBC, publishes
the Southern Baptist Journal of Theology (SBJT) quarterly. This journal
appears to be the primary “scholarly” platform for opinions consonant with current SBC ideology. The summer 2005 issue of the SBJT
was devoted to Mormonism. I will compare and contrast the essays
in this issue of the SBJT with the host of materials prepared and marketed by the SBC in 1998 on the faith of Latter-day Saints.
The SBC holds annual meetings in different cities. These gatherings of representatives (called “messengers”) of Baptist congregations
affiliated with the SBC are regularly accompanied by evangelizing
efforts. From 9 through 11 June 1998 the SBC gathered in Salt Lake City
for its annual meeting. SBC officials put together plans for what they
called Crossover Salt Lake, which was intended to include, among
other things, much door-to-door “soul harvesting” and “church planting.” Latter-day Saints were clearly the targets for these “witnessing”
efforts. The materials prepared by SBC officials for that meeting, as I
will demonstrate, were borrowed from or produced by those in the
	. This issue includes an editor’s introduction, four essays, and responses to specific
questions by five other authors. There are an additional thirteen brief book reviews that,
except for the review of Robert Millet’s A Different Jesus? The Christ of the Latter-day
Saints (pp. 95–96), do not address Mormonism (pp. 82–97). The entire issue is currently
available at no cost at www.sbts.edu/Resources/Publications/Journal/Summer_2005.aspx
(accessed 9 October 2006).
	. The plans and supporting materials were fashioned by the Interfaith Witness
Division of the North American Mission Board (NAMB). Until 1997 the NAMB was
known as the Home Mission Board (HMB) to distinguish it from the International
Mission Board (IMB).
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countercult movement and thus were stridently anti-Mormon. I wish
to determine, if possible, any signs that the anti-Mormon proclivities
of SBC officials (and those they consider their ideological allies) have
moderated since their 1998 meeting in Salt Lake City. But before setting out a comparison of what was included in 2005 in the SBJT and
what was distributed in 1998, I will demonstrate that there are good
reasons for seeing the views set out in the summer 2005 issue of the
SBJT as representative of the current official stance of the SBC.
Stephen J. Wellum, the editor of the SBJT, provided the introduction to the summer 2005 issue of the journal. Wellum works under
the direction of Russell D. Moore, the journal’s executive editor.
Moore responded to a question in a section entitled “The SBJT Forum:
Speaking the Truth in Love” (see p. 70), which I will examine in detail
later, in which he strives to describe how evangelicals can best “engage
Latter-day Saints with historic Christianity” (see pp. 70–72). The editor in chief of the SBJT is R. Albert Mohler Jr., the president of the
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. He is described in the biographical note on his Web page “as a leader among American evangelicals” and as “the reigning intellectual of the evangelical movement
in the U.S.” In addition, the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary is
portrayed as the “flagship school of the Southern Baptist Convention
and one of the largest seminaries in the world.” It seems unlikely that
the views found in a publication over which Mohler has ultimate control would deviate appreciably from the official position of the SBC.
It thus appears reasonable to ask if this issue of the SBJT represents a
	. For details, see Daniel C. Peterson, “‘Shall They Not Both Fall into the Ditch?’
What Certain Baptists Think They Know about the Restored Gospel,” FARMS Review of
Books 10/1 (1998): 12–96.
	. Stephen J. Wellum’s remarks are entitled “Editorial: Evangelicalism, Mormonism,
and the Gospel” (pp. 2–3).
	. Russell D. Moore is listed as dean of the School of Theology at the Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary, where he is also senior vice president for Academic
Administration and a professor of theology. In addition, Moore is the executive director
of the Carl F. H. Henry Institute for Evangelical Engagement (see p. 70 of the SBJT under
review for details). Henry was editor of Christianity Today for many years.
	. Both passages are quoted from www.albertmohler.com/bio.php (accessed 31 Au
gust 2006). The faculty and enrollment figures for Southern Baptist seminaries make this
remark look a bit padded.
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lessening of hostility among officials of the SBC toward the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. In order to make such an assessment, it is necessary to examine the stance taken by SBC officials in
1998 toward the faith of the Saints. We also need to understand what
has impelled some Baptists to adopt such a viewpoint.
Nine-Eleven in Salt Lake City
Jan Shipps, a liberal Methodist who has made a minor career
out of assisting journalists anxious for copy when a “Mormon” issue
seems to be newsworthy, has provided a useful description of the 1998
SBC venture into Utah. I will borrow from her account of Crossover
Salt Lake in an effort to allay suspicion that I might have embellished
or exaggerated either what was planned or what actually happened
before and during the SBC meeting in Salt Lake. Reporting soon after
that 9–11 June meeting, Shipps indicated that,
judging by the half-dozen reporters who called [me] for information before leaving to cover the SBC in Salt Lake City, neither Mormon-Baptist common ground nor Mormon growth
was the main object of interest. What they wanted from me
was a prediction about what might happen when these formidable religious behemoths faced off against each other in the
very shadow of the Mormon temple.10
Shipps pictures a tense setting. Southern Baptists in large numbers were about to confront Mormons in Salt Lake City—a terrible
titan about to tangle with an awful adversary on its home turf. She
neglected to indicate what she told those journalists who asked for her
predictions. Instead, she pointed out that
	. For a collection of her observations on Mormon topics, see Jan Shipps, Sojourner
in the Promised Land: Forty Years among the Mormons (Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 2000).
10. Jan Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake,” Religion in the News 1/2 (1998): no pagination. Religion in the News is published online by the Leonard E. Greenberg Center for
the Study of Religion in Public Life, Trinity College, Hartford, Connecticut. See www
.trincoll.edu/depts/csrpl/RIN%20Vol.1No.2/salt_lake.htm (accessed 1 September 2006).
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every reporter headed to Utah to cover the story seems to
have been aware that the Baptists would be spending up to
$600,000 on local evangelism before and during the convention. They knew that, in the weeks leading up to the conclave,
radio and TV spots, huge billboard displays, and direct mailings to 400,000 Utah residents had been preparing the ground
for the Baptists to launch a pre-convention mission blitz the
weekend before the convention opened.11
What Shipps described as “the main event”—an “evangelical
onslaught” or “mission blitz”—was Crossover Salt Lake. This evangelizing effort would, among other things, include “an all-out Sunday
offensive in which Baptist missionaries planned to proclaim their
message of salvation as they knocked on (presumably Mormon) doors
all along the Wasatch front.”12 Shipps indicated that the “press packet
prepared by Baptist Press—the SBC news bureau”—made it clear
“that Southern Baptists regard Mormonism as a form of counterfeit
Christianity.”13
The expression “counterfeit Christianity” might have been suggested to Shipps by a book fashioned for the SBC meeting in Salt Lake
entitled The Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism,14 which is a collection
of anti-Mormon essays written by Norman Geisler, Francis J. Beckwith,
Ron Rhodes, R. Philip (Phil) Roberts, and Sandra (and Jerald) Tanner.15
This book was marketed by the SBC, along with other anti-Mormon
11. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”
12. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”
13. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”
14. See The Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism: The Great Divide between Mormonism
and Christianity (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 1998). This collection of essays has some
quirks. For example, the first chapter appears to have been substantially plagiarized by
Norman Geisler from an earlier work by Sandra and Jerald Tanner. For the grisly but
amusing details, see Danel W. Bachman, “The Other Side of the Coin: A Source Review
of Norman Geisler’s Chapter [in The Counterfeit Gospel . . .],” FARMS Review of Books
12/1 (2000): 175–213. Six other essays in the same issue of the Review (see pp. 137–353)
respond to each chapter in The Counterfeit Gospel.
15. The Tanners, who are not Baptists, have for many years operated a mom-andpop anti-Mormon bookstore in Salt Lake City under the title Utah Lighthouse Ministry.
They have published an anti-Mormon newsletter entitled the Salt Lake Messenger. Jerald
Tanner passed away 1 October 2006.
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materials prepared by the Interfaith Witness division of the North
American Mission Board (NAMB), to those messengers attending the
annual meeting in Salt Lake. The content of the SBC materials was
clearly not designed to appeal to Latter-day Saints; it was Baptists who
seem to have constituted the target audience. The tone of much of what
they prepared for Crossover Salt Lake was, from a Latter-day Saint
perspective, somewhere between insulting and vicious. What seems
certain is that SBC officials very much wanted Baptists to believe that
the faith of the Saints is “a form of counterfeit Christianity.”16
Shipps noted that prior to the convention various journalists
“published articles portraying the imminent combat in heated prose”
that they hoped or expected would take place when Baptists arrived
in Salt Lake. But Shipps reported that “the expected confrontation
failed to occur.”17 After all this planning and publicity, and despite
the advance public relations hype, there was no religious mayhem in
Salt Lake. Instead, the planned Crossover Salt Lake was a fizzle; there
were no real fireworks and few public confrontations between Baptists
and Latter-day Saints. The Saints were, as expected, courteous, while
Baptist missionaries were timid; they did not distribute to the Saints
the anti-Mormon tracts and books or the slick video that had been
generated for their meeting in Salt Lake City. They merely invited
those they contacted to give an SBC congregation a try, especially if
they were unhappy with the church they currently were attending
or did not have an affiliation. As expected, the Saints made a serious effort to be gracious, nonconfrontational hosts to the Baptists who
attended the conference in Salt Lake City.
Displayed with other SBC literature at the meetings were pallets
of the two anti-Mormon books offered to those attending the meeting.
None of the literature produced by the SBC for Crossover Salt Lake set
out a version of Baptist faith for the Saints. SBC officials seem, instead,
to have had all those anti-Mormon materials prepared for consumption by Baptists who turned up in Salt Lake. SBC officials borrowed
rhetoric from the anti-Mormon segment of the countercult in an
16. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”
17. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”

SBJT, Mormonism (Midgley) • 195

effort to inoculate Baptists so they would be not led astray by the faith
of those they were about to encounter in Salt Lake City. This endeavor
appears to have been an attempt at “boundary maintenance”—that is,
an effort to keep the faithful from straying (or fighting among themselves, which has been known to happen)18 by conjuring for them a
grand contest taking place just out of sight in which Holy Knights are
encountering Diabolical Monsters. Be that as it may, the SBC antiMormon literature was not addressed to the Saints—its purpose was
to indoctrinate Baptists and not to convert the Saints.
The “Mormon” Monstrosity Unmasked
In addition to The Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism, another
book, with the title Mormonism Unmasked,19 was marketed to those
who attended the 1998 SBC meeting in Salt Lake. Shipps reported
that the SBC “printed 12,500 copies of . . . Mormonism Unmasked,
which put the ‘puzzle’ together to picture a pseudo-religion which
threatened evangelical Christianity.”20 This book was the project of
Roberts, who was then directing the Interfaith Witness division of
the NAMB. He also assisted in the production of a slick video entitled
The Mormon Puzzle,21 which was widely distributed by the SBC before
18. According to Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake,” one of the more memorable
instances of internecine squabbling, if not entirely a factional power move, within
the SBC took place in 1985, when the “moderates,” then more or less in control of the
denomination, were ousted by “conservatives” in a hostile takeover. More than 40,000
“messengers” attended the meeting in 1985, while a mere 8,000 turned up in Salt Lake.
See Nancy T. Ammerman, Baptist Battles: Social Change and Religious Conflict in the
Southern Baptist Convention, rev. ed. (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press,
1995), for an account of the controversy in 1985 and its outcomes.
19. See R. Philip Roberts, Mormonism Unmasked: Confronting the Contradictions
between Mormon Beliefs and True Christianity (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman,
1998). It should be noted that the title selected by Phil Roberts for his screed is not original since the same title was employed much earlier. For details, see Louis Midgley, “A
‘Tangled Web’: The Walter Martin Miasma,” FARMS Review of Books 12/1 (2000): 381
n. 28. It is quite likely that neither Roberts nor his publisher knew of these earlier items
with the same name.
20. Shipps, “Submission in Salt Lake.”
21. See The Mormon Puzzle: Understanding and Witnessing to Latter-day Saints (Alpha
retta, GA: North American Mission Board, Southern Baptist Convention, 1997).
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and during the meeting in Salt Lake City. Roberts thanks various
people at Broadman and Holman, the SBC publisher, “for the adroit
and unusually fast way in which this book was produced,” as well as
Sandra Tanner and Tal Davis “for working so quickly under the time
constraints under which this book was produced.” Though Roberts is
listed on both the cover and the title page of Mormonism Unmasked as
the author of this book, six of the ten chapters were actually written by
Sandra Tanner (3, 4, and 9) and Tal Davis (1, 5, and 7).22
Though both The Mormon Puzzle and Mormonism Unmasked
attack the Church of Jesus Christ and the faith of Latter-day Saints,
the book is less irenic than the video. However, they are both well
within the genre of aggressively adversarial “evangelism” that is typical of the countercult industry; they are not what one might expect
from officials in a respectable, sophisticated, mainline Protestant
denomination. Latter-day Saints seem to have ignored Mormonism
Unmasked. Critical attention was, instead, focused more on The
Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism,23 on the widely distributed video,
and on the accompanying packet of anti-Mormon literature.24
In addition to the sinister mask on the cover of Mormonism
Unmasked and the lurid title setting the tone, the back cover declares
that this volume will “lift the veil from one of the greatest deceptions
in the history of religion.” Roberts claims to have demonstrated that
“Mormonism is a fabricated and artificial form of Christianity. It is
a new religion produced by the false prophet Joseph Smith.”25 Other
similar highly adversarial packaging sets the stage for the actual con22. For these details, see Roberts, “Acknowledgments,” in Mormonism Unmasked,
vii. His own bibliography, posted on the MBTS Web page, however, describes Roberts
merely as coauthor and contributor to Mormonism Unmasked.
23. See the series of essays devoted to this book in the FARMS Review 12/1 (2000):
175–213.
24. Daniel C. Peterson has critically examined The Mormon Puzzle and the other
items in the package of anti-Mormon literature. See his “‘Shall They Not Both Fall into
the Ditch?’” 14–17 (where the contents of the SBC package of materials are described
and evaluated). Peterson does not include a response to the rather tasteless, acrimonious,
inflammatory countercult anti-Mormon propaganda found in The Counterfeit Gospel of
Mormonism and in Mormonism Unmasked.
25. Mormonism Unmasked, 155.
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tents of this book. Readers of Mormonism Unmasked are promised,
with much florid rhetoric, that within the pages of this book they will
learn how to “expose and put an end to their false teachings” (back
cover). However, the book does not spell out exactly how Baptists who
are inflamed by what they find in Mormonism Unmasked are “to put
an end” to LDS teachings.
To “Pillory or Imprison Heretics”
One rather candid reviewer of Mormonism Unmasked reveals the
kind of emotional excess this book might generate: “I am a conservative Christian,” the Reverend Dr. Daniel J. G. G. Block, who describes
himself as a Lutheran pastor as well as a retired US Air Force chaplain, explains, “who heartily agrees with Mr. [Phil] Roberts that
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints is not an orthodox
Christian denomination.” That much, of course, could be expected.
But the Reverend Block then adds the following curious comment:
“On a purely personal basis, some small part of me yearns for the good
old days when the orthodox were allowed to excommunicate, pillory
or imprison heretics.”26
Salt Lake City and the State of Deseret (now Utah), like Kirtland,
Ohio; Independence, Missouri; and Nauvoo, Illinois, began as a place
of refuge from the bigotry and persecution that was often aided and
abetted by Protestant preachers who passionately believed, of course,
that they were doing God a favor by assaulting the Saints. It was, however, also in the preachers’ own self-interest to picture the Saints being
led by sinister, demonic forces. And it must not be forgotten that, in
those idyllic days, in addition to being pilloried and imprisoned, heretics were occasionally even burned. (Both Protestants and Roman
Catholics did such things back then.) Granted, those pillars of respectable Illinois society—the Carthage Greys—did not burn Joseph Smith.
Instead, they lynched him. Those “good old days” also included, when
the picture is properly fleshed out, various crusades and inquisitions,
26. The Reverend Block’s identity and remarks are taken from an Amazon.com reader’s review of Mormonism Unmasked (accessed 28 December 2005).
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neither of which constitutes an enviable instance of Christian charity
or even civility. So much for Reverend Block’s reverie. As his remarks
illustrate, the content of Mormonism Unmasked seems capable of agitating some rather malevolent passions even in one who appears to be
an otherwise genteel pastor.
Garbling LDS Beliefs
It would be tedious, as well as unnecessary, to expose all the
excesses and garbling in Mormonism Unmasked. However, I cannot
resist quoting one or two examples from what can be found on virtually every page. After having granted, with much understatement,
that “Christians sometimes have varied views regarding the millennium—whether it’s literal or whether Christ will precede or follow the
Christianization of the world,”27 and then after misconstruing Latterday Saint views on such matters as the future appearance or return
of the Messiah, as well as on the resurrection, the judgment, and the
millennium, Roberts announces that “secretive and magical are the
best ways to describe the Mormon view of both the millennium and
scripture.”28
Mormonism Unmasked was not written to present to the Saints an
attractive version of Baptist ideology. Instead, it is adversarial—a kind
of debater’s handbook to be used by those who wish to attack the faith
of the Saints. It fits securely within what can be called the confrontational mode of bashing typical of the countercult industry since its
invention in the 1960s by Walter Martin.29 Among the amusing and
also distressing aspects of Mormonism Unmasked, if the scrambling
of the faith of the Saints is overlooked, are the so-called witnessing
points found at the end of each chapter.30 These are tips on how to
seduce the Saints with sophistry and guile.
27. Mormonism Unmasked, 119, emphasis added.
28. Mormonism Unmasked, 128.
29. See, for example, Midgley, “A ‘Tangled Web,’” 371–434; and Midgley, “AntiMormonism and the Newfangled Countercult Culture,” FARMS Review of Books 10/1
(1998): 271–340, for critical commentary on Walter Martin.
30. Mormonism Unmasked, 26, 44, 62, 94, 116–17, 132, 151.
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In an effort to set out some of the differences between the faith
of the Saints and the faith of competing factions within contemporary conservative Protestantism, Roberts grants that “Mormonism
teaches that Christ provides a form of salvation for all.”31 The Saints,
of course, believe in a potentially universal rather than in a strictly
limited atonement. On this issue the Saints are unlike the more radical
Calvinists who insist that Jesus atoned only for the sins of those saved
at the moment of creation, when all of space and time, and everything
that could possibly take place in human history, was created out of
nothing, but did not redeem those many who in the instant in which
they were created were also damned. The Saints affirm, instead, that
all are moral agents and hence may choose to accept the merciful forgiveness of their sins offered by the Lord. But this is not what Roberts
seems to have in mind. Instead, he claims that “Mormonism teaches
that even if a person does not believe, he or she will be saved.”32 The
assertion implies that Latter-day Saints believe that there is a universal
salvation from sin—without faith—available for all. “Mormonism has
devised,” according to Roberts, “a system where belief is not necessary
for salvation.”33 This is utter nonsense; it is so thoroughly wrong that
it must constitute not a mistake in understanding a subtle point, but
an intentionally false witness against the faith of the Saints. Nothing
more can be said about it.
The Saints do not believe, and have never taught, that there is any
salvation, including both justification and sanctification (or deification), apart from the atonement provided by Jesus of Nazareth—the
Messiah or Christ. In the Book of Mormon, Moroni taught (and
Latter-day Saints believe) that, “if ye by the grace of God are perfect
in Christ, and deny not his power, then are ye sanctified in Christ by
the grace of God, through the shedding of the blood of Christ, which
is in the covenant of the Father unto the remission of your sins, that
ye become holy, without spot” (Moroni 10:33). When the Saints covenant to take upon themselves his name and thereby become his seed
31. Mormonism Unmasked, 93.
32. Mormonism Unmasked, 93.
33. Mormonism Unmasked, 85.
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or children, in addition to being justified, they are also offered the
merciful gift of sanctification (or deification). Becoming holy is the
ultimate gift of God made possible through “the shedding of the blood
of Christ.” What may confuse Roberts, if he is confused rather than
lacking probity, is the Latter-day Saint belief in a universal resurrection. But this is hard to believe since he insists, much like the Saints,
that “it is clear that the Resurrection, according to the Bible, is both
for the just and the unjust (Acts 24:15).”34 When Roberts is not busy
attacking the faith of the Saints, he also appears to believe in a universal resurrection.
Never Proselyting Christians, Merely Evangelizing the Heathen
SBC officials produced and marketed for Crossover Salt Lake an
acutely flawed literature bashing the faith of Latter-day Saints. In
addition, those materials circulated by the SBC were either dependent
on or actually generated by well-known countercult anti-Mormons.35
The packet of materials prepared for Crossover Salt Lake and the two
anti-Mormon books (supported by the video) might be seen as part
of a defensive effort—by a brand of Baptists. Was the confrontational
and adversarial mode of apologetics directed in 1998 by the SBC to
their own communicants rather than to the Latter-day Saints? But if
so, could not SBC officials have engaged in boundary maintenance in
a somewhat less militant, outlandish way?
There are, of course, some striking differences in content between
the faith of Latter-day Saints and the beliefs held by various groups
of contemporary conservative Protestants. Instead of focusing on
these, Baptists (and others) seem inclined to insist on what are bizarre
stereotypes of the faith of the Saints. The Saints have never taught that
there is any salvation from sin (or from mortality) other than through
34. Mormonism Unmasked, 85.
35. For example, in 1998 the SBC used Mike Reynolds and Robert McKay, both
of whom were then employed by the SBC (which at that time operated the countercult
agency called Utah Missions, Inc., in Marlow, Oklahoma). The SBC also made use of
Sandra (and the late Jerald) Tanner of Utah Lighthouse Ministry in Salt Lake City to
assist in the preparation of their anti-Mormon propaganda.
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the atonement of Jesus Christ. Encountering what seemed to me to
be both hostile and mistaken opinions espoused at Crossover Salt
Lake concerning my faith made me wonder why SBC officials turned
what are clearly matters of subtle interpretation into the charge that
the Saints “teach a different person of Christ.” Whatever the dissimilarities, which I am not at all inclined to deny or downplay, but to
stress, these do not involve a “different person” but rather different
understandings of Jesus of Nazareth. Baptists (and other conservative
Protestants) appear unwilling to grant this.
Why do conservative Protestants routinely set forth inaccurate,
sometimes bizarre, and often highly offensive opinions about the faith
of the Saints? This behavior, I believe, is linked to a need to justify to
themselves efforts to evangelize the Saints. In Mormonism Unmasked,
Roberts, who was at the center of much of Crossover Salt Lake, offers
an explanation of how they view evangelization, which may help
explain their use of what the Saints see as numerous perverse misrepresentations of the faith of the Saints. He explains that “to evangelize
means merely to share the good news that Jesus died for the sins of the
world.”36 To share this message with whom? His answer: with those
who are not aware of it or who reject this message.
Evangelicals complain that “Mormon missionaries don’t evangelize, they proselytize.”37 Unlike Protestants, Latter-day Saints have
always overtly engaged in proselyting; our mission is to everyone. We
take our message to those who are already churched. We have never
distinguished between proselyting those who are already in some sense
Christians and evangelizing the heathen. This explains in part why
the Church of Jesus Christ is seen as a threat by Protestant preachers
36. Mormonism Unmasked, 155–56.
37. Mosser, “The Saints Go Marching On,” 68. I have not been able to determine
when the distinction between witnessing and proselyting entered contemporary conservative Protestant circles. This distinction, whatever one might think of its usefulness in
putting the lid on “sheep stealing” among Protestant denominations, has no warrant in
the New Testament, where a proselyte was a stranger who had become a Jewish convert.
The followers of Jesus—Paul, for example—“proselyted” or recruited these pious “Godfearing” folks.
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and also helps to explain why SBC officials fashioned anti-Mormon
propaganda for the annual meeting in Salt Lake City in 1998.
Given their own understanding of missions and evangelizing,
it seems that those who are anxious to evangelize the Saints—that
is, to attack the faith of the Saints—must insist that the Church of
Jesus Christ is not Christian because it “teaches a different work or
atonement of Christ.”38 The Saints must be pictured by conservative
Protestants as heathens so that they can justify their evangelizing
efforts to fellow Protestants; the Saints must be portrayed as pagans.
Doing this demands efforts that are, from the perspective of the Saints,
adversarial or confrontational precisely because what must be shown
is that those being evangelized are not Christian at all.
Despite all the muddled, offensive stuff in Mormonism Unmasked,
it actually has one virtue—it contains language that explains why
those who see the Church of Jesus Christ as a challenge or a threat
must claim that the Saints worship a different Jesus, have a different
gospel, a different atonement, and so forth. If Latter-day Saints are to
be “evangelized,” they cannot be portrayed as profoundly heretical
Christians since Protestants claim to witness and not to proselyte. The
faith of the Saints must be attacked root and branch and not merely
corrected. This may explain why even some moderate evangelicals
refuse to acknowledge that the Saints believe that Jesus of Nazareth is
our Lord and Savior and that he atoned “for the sins of the world.”
Since the 1998 SBC meetings in Salt Lake were essentially open to
the public, it was possible for Latter-day Saints to view what went on.
The speakers insisted that Baptists never proselyte fellow Christians
even when they consider their faith inferior or deeply flawed.39
Instead, they claimed, they are only seeking the unconverted—that
is, those who are not Christian as they understand that label. This
explains why, under their own informal rules, Latter-day Saints must
be pictured as essentially heathens.
38. Mormonism Unmasked, 84.
39. In addition, it was distressing to witness Rauni Higley (and her husband, Dennis),
both former Latter-day Saints, blast away at their former faith, while drawing considerable applause from obviously appreciative “messengers” assembled at the SBC meetings
in Salt Lake City.
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If conservative Protestants are, it seems, to operate under their
own understanding of missions, to witness to fellow Christians, even
of an inferior brand, would be proselytizing (or “sheep stealing” from
another denomination’s fold). This helps to explain why the SBC has
adopted the outlandish rhetoric of the anti-Mormon element of the
countercult movement. It also explains why countercultists have fashioned what are, to the Saints, distressing slogans and stereotypes—
that is, why they are busy “bearing false witness.” Getting clear on this
matter helps to clarify what motivates the sectarian anti-Mormonism
simmering on the margins of the evangelical movement.
Continuing the Onslaught?
Craig Blomberg and Stephen Robinson, in their famous conversation,40 did not deal with the question of whether Latter-day Saints are
Christians. This seems to have been an important reason that their
book did not receive a positive response from countercultists, who
wanted Blomberg to deny that the Church of Jesus Christ is Chris
tian.41 In 1998, Blomberg claimed that the bulk of the comments from
evangelicals in response to How Wide the Divide? had “been quite
positive and encouraging, but a minority, almost exclusively emerging
out of the countercult industry, has at times proved quite critical.”42
This is an understatement. Blomberg was assailed by countercultists
who claimed that he had caved in to Stephen Robinson.43 Blomberg’s
40. See Craig L. Blomberg and Stephen E. Robinson, How Wide the Divide? A Mormon
and an Evangelical in Conversation (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997).
41. It is noteworthy that the latest project of Living Hope Ministries, notorious
for their deeply flawed attack videos, will produce another video that will, they claim,
answer “clearly, credibly, and concisely” the question “Is Mormonism Christian?”
See “Update on the New Project” available at www.lhvm.org/email/2006-09-a1.htm
(accessed 12 September 2006). Those at Living Hope Ministries insist “that once you
move beyond the double-speak and muddied terminology, the essential doctrines of historic Christianity are rejected by Mormonism, and vice versa.”
42. Craig Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked, by R. Philip Roberts, Denver
Journal: An Online Review of Current Biblical and Theological Studies 1 (1998): no pagination; see www.denverseminary.edu/dj/articles1998/0200/0212.php (accessed 1 September
2006).
43. James R. White—who specializes in debating with Roman Catholics, who has
written two flawed anti-Mormon books, and who has blasted away at fellow Protestants
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immediate response was that he did not grant that the faith of the
Saints is Christian, and he soon published an essay spelling out his
stance. His conclusion was that “the claim that Mormonism is not
Christian is neither intolerant nor extreme nor uncharitable.”44
Blomberg also responded to comments by countercultists about
his conversation with Robinson. His remarks set out forcefully what
he thinks of the faith of the Saints. He praised, if not the packaging, at
least the content of Mormonism Unmasked. He claimed that, “in quality of response” the “pride of place” “must now be given to Dr. Roberts’
new book [Mormonism Unmasked] and a very nicely produced accompanying video entitled The Mormon Puzzle.”45 In a detailed summary
of Mormonism Unmasked, Blomberg reports that the book
begins with a fictitious but realistic scenario of how two
Mormon missionaries might lead nominal Christians into
their church. Roberts then proceeds to outline the image
Mormons wish to market, setting the stage for the need for
true Bible-believing Christians to be able to give a compelling
response to the LDS. Next Roberts turns to a brief history of
Joseph Smith and the founding of the Mormon church, replete
with all of the historical contradictions in Smith’s writings
who are not, in his estimation, sufficiently Calvinist—claims to have published “the first
full-length book to interact with” How Wide the Divide? However, Blomberg insists that
White’s Is the Mormon My Brother? Discerning the Differences between Mormonism and
Christianity (Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1997) was a completed manuscript
before he learned of How Wide the Divide? According to Blomberg, White “was then able
to go back and intersperse a variety of comments and footnotes superficially interacting
with our book.” Blomberg also claims that The Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism “is an
even more direct and intentional response, with four of its five chapters matching the
topics and sequence of the four main chapters of How Wide? (Scripture, God, Christ,
Salvation).” See Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
44. See Craig Blomberg, “Is Mormonism Christian?” in The New Mormon Challenge,
332.
45. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked. Blomberg was, however, annoyed
that neither the book nor the video mentions his conversation with Stephen Robinson,
“even while clearly borrowing our sequence of topics, echoing many of the identical arguments I introduced in the portions of the book I authored and responding to many of
Robinson’s distinctive approaches (while referring only to an interview with Robinson,
excerpts of which were featured in the video).”

SBJT, Mormonism (Midgley) • 205

and failures in his moral character. Roberts then addresses
the various distinctive doctrines of the LDS faith, stressing
that at their core the Mormon doctrine of God is polytheistic, the Jesus of the LDS is not the same Jesus as found in the
New Testament, the road to exaltation is filled with a burdensome demand of obeying commands and performing numerous good works, and the additional “Scriptures” beyond the
Old and New Testaments of the LDS reflect Smith’s increasing departure from orthodoxy and contain both internal contradictions as well as both unverified and falsified historical
claims, vis-à-vis external sources. Closing chapters deal with
distinctive Mormon eschatology, the contrasts between biblical and LDS priesthoods and temple ceremonies and suggestions for how Christians can lovingly but clearly witness
to their faith and to the inherent implausibility of the LDS
gospel.46
Mormonism Unmasked, The Counterfeit Gospel of Mormonism,
and Is the Mormon My Brother? are, according to Blomberg, marred
by “sensationalist titles,” and their “cover blurbs make it unlikely that
many actual Mormons will begin to read this literature.”47 He wrongly
claims that
Evangelical Christians are used to basing hermeneutics on
authorial intent, going back to what original founders and
authors of sacred writings said and meant in their original contexts, and so it is difficult often for us to grasp this completely
inverted hermeneutic of the LDS. As a result, Roberts’ work,
like so many of his predecessors, will simply be dismissed as
irrelevant by people of Stephen Robinson’s stripe because it
continues to parade and rebut statements of previous LDS
authorities that are no longer necessarily believed by all in the
church.48
46. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
47. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
48. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
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Roberts was not, Blomberg grants, entirely happy with How Wide
the Divide? The complaints by Roberts were (1) that Robinson does not
speak for Latter-day Saints, (2) that significant elements in the faith of
the Saints were neglected in that book, and also (3) that “the irenic and
courteous dialogue” that Blomberg had with Robinson “is simply out of
place. When Christianity confronts a ‘cult,’ more consistent and combative evangelism is instead the primary order of the day.”49 However, it
appears that Phil Roberts himself is nothing if not combative.
Still, Blomberg insisted that “what makes Roberts’ book and video
stand out from the pack is that without ever saying so, they refute each
of these three points themselves!” And “Robinson features as one of
the two most prominent LDS spokesmen interviewed in the video,
and several extracts from that video are quoted in prominent places
in Roberts’ book. Clearly, Robinson is being taken as representative of
the current church and its leadership.”50 Blomberg also claims that the
SBC video matches the
exact sequence of the chapters of How Wide?, including at
times mirroring the outline of the discussion within a given
chapter. But neither book nor video, with rare exceptions, ever
footnotes or documents in any way their repeated indebtedness to other Christian authors. Documentation is almost
exclusively reserved for LDS sources. Finally, in ways often
untrue of their predecessors, Roberts’ book and video give
significant and sympathetic press to current LDS perspectives. In fact, numerous excerpts of the video come from the
LDS church itself and portray Mormonism as highly attractive to many outsiders.51
“If a recurring fear of critics of How Wide? has been that giving
Robinson equal time might in fact lead some readers to judge the case
for Mormonism more compelling than the case for Christianity,”
49. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked. Roberts mentions confrontation
and evangelization and says nothing about learning from the other and improving one’s
understanding by engaging in a conversation.
50. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
51. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked.
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Blomberg insists, “the same must surely be said of Roberts’ [SBC]
video.”52 Blomberg does not see this as a weakness since what he calls
“speaking the truth in love, like acting with justice and grace, demands
that we present as objectively accurate perspectives on all competing
worldviews as possible. We then simultaneously make the most compelling case we can for our own worldview, and Roberts’ book excels
in this respect.”53 But not from my perspective.
“The Strange Work of Love”
The Saints are often told by our critics that the Bible warrants
attacks on the faith of others and hence on our faith. Had not Paul
urged the Ephesians to speak the truth in love (Ephesians 4:15)?
Without directly citing the language he borrowed from Paul’s letter to
the Ephesians, Blomberg asserts that Unmasking Mormonism is both
true and loving. He also insists that, unlike Latter-day Saints, who he
imagines wait passively for their leaders to shift their beliefs this way
or that, evangelical beliefs constitute a “worldview” grounded in, if
not entirely derived from, the Bible alone. Evangelicals “are used to
basing hermeneutics on authorial intent, going back to what original founders and authors of sacred writings said and meant in their
original contexts.” But Blomberg, in this instance, lifts a phrase out of
context (from Paul’s letter to the Ephesians) to justify something that
is neither true nor loving.
Paul seems to have been urging those who received his letter to
fulfill their calling as disciples of Jesus and thereby to cease being
blown about, much like contemporary warring sectarians, by every
breeze of doctrine. There should, instead, be unity even with a diversity of divine gifts within the community of Saints. Paul also seems
52. It seems at least possible that the initial response by Baptists (especially those
indoctrinated by the countercult) to the SBC video fashioned by Phil Roberts was that it
presented Latter-day Saints and their faith in a far too positive light. If this was a serious
concern of those in the NAMB and among SBC officials generally, some damage control
was necessary. This may explain why Roberts in a matter of a few weeks hurriedly rushed
Mormonism Unmasked into print in an effort to provide SBC messengers with much
more stridently anti-Mormon propaganda.
53. Blomberg, review of Mormonism Unmasked, emphasis added.
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to advise those who have chosen to follow Christ to mature in their
conduct one to another, to serve him as their master by learning to
speak to each other truth in love, something the Ephesians may not
have been inclined to do. The often amusing internecine battles both
within the countercult and among evangelicals generally over the
proper understanding of the Bible illustrates just such a war over doctrine, where various winds blow this way and that, depending on the
ideological orientation of preachers and also the tastes of the audience
to which the diatribes are directed. Would not Paul’s advice, I wonder,
apply to contemporary quarreling sectarians? From my perspective,
an appropriate application of Paul’s admonition would be for all who
genuinely wish to follow Jesus Christ to strive to honor the one they
claim as their Lord and Savior by ceasing to speak, listen to, purchase,
or publish hateful commentary directed at the sincere faith of others.
Unfortunately, it is necessary to point out that books attacking the
faith of the Saints, while larded with insidious falsehoods, insults, and
rhetorical violence, are also bathed in the self-flattering language of
love.54
The SBC in Salt Lake City in 1998 promulgated what I believe
are untruths about the faith of Latter-day Saints. They also justified
what they did as an act of love. Perhaps without actually following
Paul Tillich, a famous German-American Protestant theologian, officials of the SBC assume that “it is the strange work of love to destroy
that which is against love.”55 Seven years have now passed since that
54. Recent examples include the following books: Wilbur Lingle, Approaching
Mormons in Love: How to Witness Effectively without Arguing (Fort Washington, PA: CLC
Publications, 2005). Lingle is described on the cover of this book as a “World Renowned
Expert on Mormonism.” Still another such book is David L. Rowe, I Love Mormons: A
New Way to Share Christ with Latter-day Saints (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2005).
This screed is actually endorsed by Craig L. Blomberg, as well as by David Neff, senior
editor of Christianity Today, and Ken Mulholland, founding president of the Salt Lake
Theological Seminary. For the crucial details on both of these books, see the booknotes
in the FARMS Review 17/2 (2005): 494–98. See also Mark J. Cares, Speaking the Truth
in Love to Mormons, 2nd ed. (Milwaukee, WI: WELS Outreach Resources [Wisconsin
Evangelical Lutheran Synod], 1998).
55. Paul Tillich, Love, Power and Justice (New York: Oxford, 1954), 49. This is one
of the more striking expressions in the rhetorical repertoire of Paul Tillich (1886–1965),
the famous German-American Protestant theologian. Tillich glossed language once
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unfortunate Crossover Salt Lake debacle. With the publication in
2005 of an entire issue of Southern Baptist Theological Journal devoted
to “Mormonism,” we have an opportunity to see if the official SBC
understanding of the Church of Jesus Christ has deepened, matured,
or moderated. Have SBC officials managed to jettison some of the
countercult calumny about the faith of the Saints? Are there signs of
substantial shifts in the SBC trajectory on this matter?
A Verdict in the “Forum”
Wellum, the author of the editorial that introduces the collection of essays on Mormonism in the SBJT, avows that the purpose of
these essays is “to encourage all of us [evangelicals] to take seriously
the challenge of taking the gospel, in love, humility, and conviction,
to our Mormon friends and neighbors” (p. 3). Professor Wellum,
who serves as editor of this journal, assumes that he speaks for “historic, biblical Christianity” (p. 2) or for the orthodox biblical version
of Christian faith. This, of course, is to be expected. He steadfastly
opposes “a cult or a contrary religion” (p. 2) with “different gospels”
(p. 3). Mormonism “proclaims another Christ and a false gospel” and
operates with an “alien worldview” (p. 2, emphasis in original). This
language sets the stage for the usual aggressively adversarial polemic
against the Church of Jesus Christ.
The most directly polemical essays in this issue of the SBJT are
included in what is called “The SBJT Forum: Speaking the Truth in
Love” (pp. 70–81). Five authors respond to questions posed by the editors of the SBJT concerning the seeming challenge posed by the Church
of Jesus Christ and how best to respond to it. In an editorial headnote
introducing “The SBJT Forum” (p. 70), which is a regular feature of
employed by Martin Luther in his Heidelberg Disputation of 1518. Luther made a distinction between what he called the opus alienum Dei, which kills the carnal in the believer,
and the opus proprium, which brings to life a new being. Tillich modified for his own purposes the meaning of what Luther had written by substituting the English word strange
for the Latin cognate of alien and the word love for God, and then by adding the idea that
there is a crucial and legitimate aspect of what Tillich understood as “love”—that is, what
he thought of as this strange kind of love that involves the destructive exercise of power
here below.
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this journal, Russell D. Moore56 indicates that five “significant thinkers,” including himself, R. Philip Roberts,57 Robert Stewart,58 John
Divito,59 and Richard Abanes,60 “have been asked specific questions
to which they have provided written responses” (p. 70). The goal was
to produce a “unified presentation” on “topics of interest” (p. 70).
Moore responds to the question “How can evangelical Protestants
engage Latter-day Saints with historic Christianity?” He charges
that the Church of Jesus Christ “is in reality little more than an
Americanized version of a Canaanite fertility cult” and claims that
those confronted with the challenge of the Mormon cult “should pay
attention to Paul’s proclamation of the gospel to a cultural milieu that
closely resembles Salt Lake City: the pagan enclave of Ephesus” (p. 71).
What this entails is that the evangelical “must not back away from the
sad reality that Mormonism is not even remotely Christian” (p. 71,
emphasis in original).
Moore informs his readers that they “must remember” that they
do “not convince Mormons with rational arguments alone” (p. 71).
“We need not just ask whether Mormons believe things that are untrue
and dangerous; they do” (p. 71). Instead, those confronting Latter-day
56. Russell D. Moore is Albert Mohler’s chief assistant at the Southern Baptist Theo
logical Seminary.
57. Phil Roberts is currently president of the Midwestern Baptist Theological Semi
nary. For additional biographical information, see www.emnr.org. Click on “Our Board,”
and scroll down (accessed 4 August 2006). See also MBTS Web page at www.mbts.edu
/About/index.htm and click on “about the president” (accessed 4 August 2006).
58. Robert B. Stewart is an assistant professor of philosophy and theology at New
Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary. For additional biographical information, see
www.emnr.org. Click on “Our Board” and scroll down (accessed 4 August 2006).
59. John Divito, currently a student at Southern Baptist Theological Seminary,
is a former Latter-day Saint who also seems to work for Bill McKeever’s Mormonism
Research Ministry (p. 78).
60. Richard Abanes (see p. 79) began his career as a Broadway singer/dancer. He now
makes his living writing books for those on the margins of conservative Protestantism.
He is the author of, among many other potboilers, the widely sold One Nation under
Gods: A History of the Mormon Church (New York: Four Walls Eight Windows, 2002,
rev. 2003), and Becoming Gods (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 2004). For commentary on
Abanes, see Rockwell D. Porter, “A Dancer/Journalist’s Anti-Mormon Diatribe,” FARMS
Review 15/1 (2003): 259–72; and Louis Midgley, “On Caliban Mischief,” FARMS Review
15/1 (2003): xv–xviii.
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Saints must find ways of demonstrating that “deep within their hearts,
Mormons know that Joseph Smith is a fraud” (p. 72).61 Assuming
this to be the case, “evangelicals should take more than a scattershot
approach to knocking down Mormon claims (although this is necessary)” (p. 71). What he calls “proof-text[ing] argumentation” will not
necessarily conquer “this kind of deception. . . . It does mean presenting the big picture of Scripture” (p. 72), which he distinguishes from
“the irrational ‘burning in the bosom’ of our Mormon missionary
friends” (p. 72). He insists that the experience of Jesus’s disciples on
the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:32) was not “the anti-propositional relativism of postmodern epistemology” (p. 72), as if either of these have
ever been an element in the faith of Latter-day Saints.
“Nothing Much Has Changed”
In what turns out to be the crucial showpiece of this issue of the
SBJT (pp. 72–75), Roberts was asked by its editors to respond to the
following question: “Can you provide any reflections on recent dialogue that has taken place between some evangelicals and Mormons?”
(p. 72).62 Roberts claims to know exactly what is going on, and he
61. He recommends, for this purpose, Grant Palmer’s An Insider’s View of Mormon
Origins. Palmer is portrayed as one who “nonetheless remains a committed Mormon—
because,” according to Moore, “he loves the social and theological vision of LDS culture”
(p. 70)—that is, he is merely a cultural Mormon. Consulting Palmer in an effort to understand the faith of the Saints is not entirely unlike consulting Robert Price—who doubts
that there was even a Jesus of Nazareth and who is essentially an atheist, but who enjoys
the wonder of what he believes are mere myths and the spectacle of Christian worship—
or the retired Anglican Bishop John Shelby Spong for an understanding of conservative
Protestantism. Phil Roberts also appeals to Palmer for polemical purposes (see p. 75). See
reviews of Grant Palmer’s An Insider’s Views of Mormon Origins by Davis Bitton, Steven C.
Harper, Mark Ashurst-McGee, and Louis Midgley in FARMS Review 15/2 (2003): 257–410,
and another review by James B. Allen in FARMS Review 16/1 (2004): 235–85.
62. Phil Roberts had his remarks published in the fall 2005 issue of the Midwestern Journal of Theology under the title “What’s Going On in Salt Lake City?” This article can be readily
accessed from the Midwest Baptist Theological Seminary Web page by going to www.mbts
.edu/Resources/Journal/index.htm and clicking on the title of the essay under “Downloadable Articles” (accessed 4 September 2006). The version in the Midwestern Journal of Theology
is superior to what appeared in the SBJT. For example, in the SBJT version of his essay, Roberts
mentions “Grant H. Parker.” This has been corrected to “Grant H. Palmer” in his own magazine. I quote and cite the SBJT version, which I silently correct where necessary.
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believes it is not good news for evangelicals. He indicates that in 1998,
when Crossover Salt Lake was about to take place, he “encouraged Dr.
Paige Patterson, then president of the Southern Baptist Convention,
to write President Hinckley. With a bit of my involvement,” Roberts
boasts, “he did so speedily and enthusiastically” (p. 75).63 The core
issues, as one might expect, given the SBC enthrallment with countercult rhetoric, were “disagreements about Jesus Christ” (p. 75).
President Hinckley was invited to meet with Patterson and to thrash
out these disagreements in “a respectful and personal conversation in
a private setting at any time and place” (p. 75).
Patterson, who is president of Southeastern Baptist Seminary,
suggested that President Hinckley and his counselors could be guests
at this institution for this proposed interfaith dialogue on whose
Jesus is the real biblical one. Roberts laments that “Dr. Patterson has
not received a reply from President Hinckley” (p. 75). For Roberts,
the failure of President Hinckley to respond to Patterson’s call for a
debate—along with several other developments, which he describes
from his perspective—is a significant indication that evangelicals are
not about to evangelize the Church of Jesus Christ.
Contrary to the enthusiastic expectations that have arisen among
a few evangelicals following the conversation between Stephen Robin
son and Craig Blomberg and the subsequent meetings between a few
evangelical and Latter-day Saint scholars held annually since then,
Roberts sets forth a number of reasons why he believes that “nothing much has changed in Salt Lake City” (p. 73). Some evangelicals
seem to believe that they are part of a conversation in which they are
gradually evangelizing the Church of Jesus Christ. They expect (or at
least hope) that radical changes in what the Saints believe will soon
flow from these conversations. “What’s going on in Salt Lake City?”
Roberts asks. “Are Mormons coming to their theological senses? Is
there a doctrinal seismic shift afoot akin to what occurred with the
Worldwide Church of God just a few years ago when that group
renounced their heretical views and embraced evangelical theology?
63. Roberts reproduces nearly two hundred words from a letter sent by Paige Patterson to
President Gordon B. Hinckley challenging him to a “true dialogue among faiths” (p. 75).
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While I hope so, in my opinion, a more sober assessment demonstrates
that this is hardly the case” (p. 73). Since his preferred mode of evangelizing is combative and confrontational, Roberts is rightly skeptical of the efforts of Richard Mouw, president of Fuller Theological
Seminary, and his associates, and also of Gregory Johnson, who operates Standing Together Ministries in Lehi, Utah.64
Negotiating Surrender?
The apparent goal of Mouw and his associates is to negotiate with
some LDS scholars and then eventually with the Brethren, who they
hope can be talked into making shifts that will turn the Church of Jesus
Christ into another evangelical denomination. What fuels this illusion
is the story that is told about the shift from what they consider a cult
to an evangelical denomination that took place in one faction of the
Worldwide Church of God after the death of Herbert W. Armstrong
(1892–1986).65 This event provides evangelicals with a model for shifting from efforts to evangelize individual Latter-day Saints to evangelizing the entire Church of Jesus Christ through meetings first with a few
key LDS scholars and then eventually with the Brethren. They look to
what they claim took place in the Worldwide Church of God, which I
believe they misunderstand and misrepresent, and also to certain shifts
in the ideology of Seventh-day Adventists, as a model for their efforts to
64. For Greg Johnson’s Standing Together Ministries, see www.standingtogether.org
(accessed 5 September 2006).
65. The standard explanation for what has taken place in the Worldwide Church of
God since the death in 1986 of Herbert W. Armstrong, its founder, is J. Michael Feazell’s
The Liberation of the Worldwide Church of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2001).
Feazell speaks for one of the factions of Armstrong’s followers that remained loyal to
Joseph W. Tkach, who in 1986 took over as pastor general of the church until his son,
Joseph W. Tkach Jr., replaced him in 1995. Under his watch, the Worldwide Church of God
made the changes necessary to satisfy critics and in 1997 was admitted to the National
Association of Evangelicals. Feazell’s account of these schisms and shifts in Armstrong’s
“radio church” has been endorsed by leading evangelicals. This account of the shifts in
Armstrong’s movement from “cult” to full evangelical respectability provides the model
for what some evangelicals hope to accomplish through conversations with Latter-day
Saints. What actually took place in the empire that Herbert W. Armstrong amassed was
something on the order of the collapse of Enron. One faction was able to keep the name
and a bit of the wealth by backing away from Armstrong’s more bizarre ideas.

214 • The FARMS Review 18/2 (2006)

move the Brethren away from Joseph Smith and the Book of Mormon
that will eventually, they hope, lead the Church of Jesus Christ to seek
membership in the National Association of Evangelicals.
Greg Johnson, who has been involved in facilitating meetings
between Latter-day Saint and evangelical scholars, brought J. Michael
Feazell, currently senior advisor to Joseph Tkach Jr., the pastor general of the Worldwide Church of God, to Salt Lake and showed him
around. The stridently anti-Mormon people at Living Hope Ministries,
whose preferred mode of evangelization of Latter-day Saints is the
attack video, saw an opportunity to produce a video on the Worldwide
Church of God entitled Called to Be Free.66
Preaching in the Tabernacle and the Aftermath
One of Johnson’s projects was to bring Ravi Zacharias, who heads
a lucrative international ministry,67 to Utah to give a series of speeches
aimed at evangelizing Latter-day Saints. One of these talks was delivered on 14 November 2004 by Zacharias in the Tabernacle in Salt
Lake City. “This unique event,” according to Phil Roberts, “apparently
was the brainchild of ‘Standing Together’—an ad hoc ecumenical
Mormon-evangelical alliance led by former LDS member and Baptist
66. This seventy-four minute video recounts the developments within the primary faction of Herbert W. Armstrong’s once hugely successful radio ministry and can be ordered
at www.lhvm.org/wcg.htm (accessed 4 September 2006). It is marketed by Greg Johnson’s
Standing Together Ministries in cooperation with Living Hope Ministries. For two complimentary accounts of how Greg Johnson was instrumental in getting Joel Kramer and
Scott Johnson at Living Hope Ministries involved in producing the video entitled Called
to Be Free, which tells of the changes that took place nearly a decade ago in the Worldwide
Church of God, and of how this video can be used to evangelize Latter-day Saints, see Scott
Johnson, “Making All Things New: A Miracle of Modern Reformation,” in an electronic
version of a newsletter circulated by the Living Hope Ministries entitled The Fieldworker,
which appeared in spring 2004. See www.thefieldworker.com/spr04txt.htm#a4 (accessed
12 September 2006). Essentially the same story is told in considerable detail by Joseph
Tkach Jr., pastor general of the Worldwide Church of God, in a “Member Letter,” dated
December 2004, that was sent to all the pastors of his church. See www.wcg.org/caribbean
/memberletter1204jt.htm (accessed 12 September 2006). See also www.standingtogether
.org. Then go to “In the News,” and scroll down to the comment on the Worldwide Church
of God, Standing Together, in Salt Lake, dated 11 December 2003.
67. For further information on Ravi Zacharias, see the book note on his book The
Real Face of Atheism in the FARMS Review 17/1 (2005): 370.
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pastor, Greg Johnson” (p. 72). This is inaccurate. Standing Together
Ministries is not, as Roberts claimed, an “ecumenical Mormonevangelical alliance,” but merely Johnson’s effort to evangelize Latterday Saints.
Johnson somehow managed to have Zacharias address an evangelical rally in the Tabernacle. Zacharias gave one of his typically flamboyant stump speeches. Phil Roberts complains that he “avoided the
particulars of just how and in what ways the Jesus Christ of evangelical thought differed or contrasted with the Jesus of Latter-day reckoning” (p. 73). This, he grants, might have been excusable. What annoyed
Roberts were the introductory remarks by Mouw,68 who “came to the
podium to make a surprise statement. He proceeded to apologize and
offer lamentations on how Mormons and the teachings of Mormonism
had been abused, misrepresented, and caricatured by evangelicals,
particularly those involved in counter-cult ministries” (p. 73). Mouw
described for those gathered in the Salt Lake Tabernacle how a group of
evangelicals, which includes Greg Johnson, have been meeting twice a
year “over the past half-dozen years” with some LDS scholars. Then he
announced that he is “now convinced that we evangelicals have often
seriously misrepresented the beliefs and practices of the Mormon community.” He added that “indeed . . . we have sinned against you. The
God of the Scriptures makes it clear that it is a terrible thing to bear false
witness against our neighbors, and we have been guilty of that sort of
transgression in things we have said about you.”69
According to Roberts, evangelicals responded to Mouw’s comments “in various ways, ranging from mild approbation to disappointment and rage” (p. 73). Mouw, again according to Roberts, defended
his remarks by “stating that he knew of only two persons that he had
in mind when he apologized and those were the late Walter Martin,
author of The Kingdom of the Cults, and Dave Hunt, Christian apologist and author” (p. 73).
68. For details, see Louis Midgley, “Cowan on the Countercult,” FARMS Review 16/2
(2004): 401–3.
69. Richard Mouw, “Response to Criticism of Richard Mouw (We Have Sinned
against You),” available at www.standingtogether.org/responses_mouw.doc (accessed
2 December 2004, but no longer available).
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When pressured by his critics, Professor Mouw identified Martin
and Hunt as prime examples of evangelicals guilty of having offended
both God and Latter-day Saints by flagrantly bearing false witness
against them. Contrary to what Roberts claims, however, Mouw did
not appear to indicate that he was able to identify only two persons for
whom he was apologizing. Instead, he gave two well-known, striking
examples of disreputable behavior against the Saints by evangelicals.
He could, I believe, have mentioned Phil Roberts too, had he been
aware of his anti-Mormon diatribes. The irony is that in October 2003
Ravi Zacharias had allowed his name to appear as general editor of the
most recent edition of Walter Martin’s dreadful book.70
Roberts argued that the hope that the Latter-day Saints are about
to renounce the historical foundations of their faith and become just
another evangelical denomination is misplaced since “nothing much
has changed.” He argues that Greg Johnson and Richard Mouw and
his team of evangelicals have been used by those he calls “LDS public
relations moguls” (p. 74) in an attempt to make the Church of Jesus
Christ appear “more mainstream” and “even distinctly evangelical”
but “without giving away anything of substance” (p. 74). Roberts then
asks the question: “Do any of these developments carry the hope of
possible change?” His answer is “Not at all” (p. 75). The reason is that
“at the present time, LDS church leadership displays no indication
of making doctrinal adjustments” (p. 75). (On this issue, Roberts is
clearly right.) Instead, “they are doubtlessly desirous to see impressions altered, though. This desire,” according to Roberts, “is evident
in the amount of time and money spent on trying to gain acceptance
from mainstream Christianity” (p. 75). On the latter issue, Roberts
is wrong. He makes the same mistake that Mouw and his associates
make. The Saints have no desire or need for an evangelical seal of
approval. Evangelicals should remember—we proselyte.
When the Saints object to countercult distortions, Roberts takes
this as evidence that they are “trying to gain acceptance from mainstream Christianity,” by which he means approval from one noisy fac70. See the book note on Walter Martin’s The Kingdom of the Cults, Ravi Zacharias,
gen. ed. (Bloomington, MN: Bethany House, 2003), in FARMS Review 17/1 (2003): 362.
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tion of conservative Protestants. Such has never been the case. But
misunderstandings on this issue fuel the illusions held by both those
who engage in confrontational evangelizing and those who think that
they are about to negotiate a surrender by engaging in civil conversation with a few Latter-day Saints. To the extent that Phil Roberts can
be taken as speaking for the Southern Baptist Convention, it seems
clear that no mellowing has taken place since the debacle in Salt Lake
in 1998 that he helped to engineer.71
Some Moderation?
But some of the language in the summer 2005 issue of the SBJT suggests a certain moderation. Richard Abanes, for example, insists that
evangelicals should not indulge in mocking their Mormon adversaries
(p. 80). Citing Ephesians 4:15 and 2 Timothy 2:24–26—he reads these
verses as warranting countercult activities—Abanes urges his fellow
anti-Mormons to follow the strictures found in these passages that seem
to him to require that one approach the unbeliever both “in love” and
with “gentleness and respect” (p. 79). He laments that, “unfortunately,
these . . . two passages often take a backseat to what becomes,” for evangelicals, “an overriding aim of witnessing—that is, making sure that
someone realizes he is wrong” (p. 79). Abanes is generous; he grants that
“Mormons are not always ‘lying’ or ‘dodging the issues’ or ‘seeking to
deceive.’ It is,” he admits, “true that some Mormons resort to such tactics” (p. 80). He gives no examples. And he skirts the issue of the scandal
of misrepresentations aimed at the faith of the Saints by his countercult
associates. He was trained as a countercultist by Walter Martin and has
remained, he insists, loyal to Hank Hanegraaff, who wrested control of
Martin’s Christian Research Institute from those clearly dedicated to
the interests of the late master countercultist. Abanes has never taken
responsibility for the excesses and clumsy lapses found in One Nation
under Gods, which is his own primary attack on the faith of the Saints.
71. For a Baptist assessment of what is found in the summer issue of the SBJT, see
Jeff Robinson, “SBTS Journal Examines Mormon Challenge to Christianity,” Baptist
Press [BP] News, 23 September 2005. See www.bpnews.net/printerfriendly.asp?ID=21713
(accessed 5 September 2006).
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Apparently no apologies are necessary since only a few cosmetic changes
appear in the second edition.
Robert Stewart is a bit less irenic. He advises his readers that “the
question of what is ‘official’ Mormon doctrine is sometimes merely
a smokescreen intended to divert attention away from problematic
Mormon beliefs” (p. 77). Since his mode of evangelizing is adversarial, he advises his readers to force the Saints to take a position; do
not let them slide around awkward questions. Demand that they support their views biblically (p. 77). The goal in confronting the Saints
is “to make the individual Mormon speak for himself, and [to] insist
on logical consistency and biblical support” (p. 78). What Stewart recommends is more bashing with proof texts lifted from the Bible. John
Divito—who explains how he came out of Mormonism, repented of
his sins, was born again, and who now pushes his understanding of
the Bible—is in the same mold as Stewart.
Defending a Worldview
The summer issue of the SBJT also includes interesting essays by
Francis Beckwith,72 Paul Copan,73 and Carl Mosser74 setting out and
defending their version of classical theism. These essays essentially
extend (or in Beckwith’s case defend) the ideology that was set out in
The New Mormon Challenge in 2002.75 They are, therefore, moments in
a continuing polemic launched by some evangelicals who begin with
a dogmatic “Christian” worldview—God created the world, including
space and time, out of nothing. These essays may indicate that the
SBC has adopted this polemic, if not the strikingly more irenic spirit
of the essays published by Beckwith, Mosser, and Owen in 2002. It is,
I believe, likely that Beckwith, Copan, and Mosser have found in the
SBC an ally for their efforts to meet what they consider the challenge
72. Francis J. Beckwith, “Sects in the City: Mormonism and the Philosophical Perils
of Being a Missionary Faith” (pp. 14–30).
73. Paul Copan, “Creation ex Nihilo or ex Materia? A Critique of the Mormon
Doctrine of Creation” (pp. 32–54).
74. Carl Mosser, “Evil, Mormonism, and the Impossibility of Perfection Ab Initio: An
Irenaean Defense” (pp. 56–68).
75. See Beckwith, Mosser, and Owen, The New Mormon Challenge.
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posed by the faith of the Saints. If so, these essays do not provide an
indication of possible shifts in the understanding of Mormon things
that might have taken place within the SBC since 1998.
But the essay by Chad Brand76 (described in the SBJT as teaching
theology at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary and also as
an associate dean of biblical and theological studies at Boyce College)
provides a rather clear indication of how those affiliated with the SBC
currently understand the Church of Jesus Christ. The faith of Latterday Saints, we are assured by Brand, “seems like such a strange thing
to evangelicals” (p. 4).
Mormon people, on the other hand, appear normal by contrast; in fact, as for appearance, they seem quite attractive,
moral and family oriented, and committed to their faith. But
it is the faith beliefs and churchly practices, not their lifestyle,
of the Mormons that are so off-putting. Odd practices, such
as secret temple proceedings, baptisms for the dead, sacred
undergarments, and deep secrecy as to the leadership structure at the top of this oligarchical (episcopal?) organization
. . . have caused orthodox Christianity generally to consider
the LDS “church” a cult. (p. 4)
Brand has striven to figure out “how Mormon leaders have been
able to charm to their cause people whose theological worldview is
(apparently) quite different from that of the LDS,” since “evangelicals
generally consider Joseph Smith, Jr., to be a charlatan, a rascal, and
a sexual deviant” (p. 4). His explanation is curious; he believes that
it has something to do with the decline of Calvinism (and especially
belief in predestination) in America (pp. 5–6) and also with the rise
of Protestant efforts to recover New Testament Christianity (p. 7).
Joseph Smith is said to have attracted a following like other “populist movements” (p. 7). His “church” was part of a “village enlightenment” (p. 10) that opened the horizon for little people. And, Brand
adds parenthetically, “people were also fascinated with Joseph Smith’s
discovery of an ancient book” (p. 8). But, according to Brand, “the
76. Chad Owen Brand, “The Mormon Appeal, Yesterday and Today” (pp. 4–13).
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Mormon appeal today” is radically different (p. 10). No longer are the
Saints pictured “as polygamist, authoritarian, agrarian, and dour”
(p. 10). Now, instead of appearing as gloomy dupes, the Saints appear
“suburban, happy, family-oriented, and successful” (p. 10). “Since
about 1990,” he claims, the faith of the Saints is “the distillation of the
best of the American dream” (p. 10). This shift in the public image of
Mormons has been coupled with a “new apologetic in the face of traditional Christian theology” (p. 10), which Brand associates with Hugh
Nibley and others who have pounded away at, among other things, the
old Augustinian tradition (pp. 10–11).
But Brand also notices efforts by a few of the Saints to identify for
evangelicals common elements shared by both communities (p. 11).
From his perspective, the problem is that the Saints still “argue that
the Creeds of the early church got it wrong,” while evangelicals, of
course, find “good reason to be guided by the decisions made in the
trinitarian and christological debates” that led to the various creeds,
even though “evangelicals would contend that the only source for our
theology is the Bible alone” (p. 11). He grants that, “if Mormons can
increasingly come back to Scripture—true Scripture, that is, and not
the latter-day revelations—there is hope that one day Mormons . . .
will be led to reject the unbiblical accretions of their own theology”
(p. 12). What Brand calls a “dialogue” with the Saints “is important
as we seek to woo intellectuals and other in the LDS faith to a more
biblical model” (p. 12). It is unclear whether he has in mind efforts to
woo the entire Church of Jesus Christ or merely individual Latter-day
Saints.
Unlike Chad Brand, Francis J. Beckwith is familiar with some
LDS literature and has actually been involved in exchanges with
Latter-day Saints. Beckwith’s essay is a spirited response (pp. 14–30)
to critical comments on The New Mormon Challenge made by David L.
Paulsen.77 While defending his involvement with attempts to meet the
“challenge” posed by the Church of Jesus Christ, Beckwith is willing
to “grant to Paulsen that some traditional Christians in their contacts
77. See David L. Paulsen, “A General Response to The New Mormon Challenge,”
FARMS Review of Books 14/1–2 (2002): 99–111.
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with Mormons have not often conducted themselves in ways that are
consistent with the theological virtues articulated in Scripture. For
this,” Beckwith indicates, he is genuinely “embarrassed and sorry”
(p. 24). In addition, Beckwith sets out reasons for his embarrassment
at some anti-Mormon literature (see pp. 29–30). He also describes
being “appalled” by certain “behavior” from his “fellow evangelicals”
(p. 29).
Beckwith acknowledges only that some anti-Mormon literature is
reprehensible. Virtually all of it is reprehensible, including the bulk
of the contributions to the summer issue of the SBJT. Why, I wonder, would Beckwith and Mosser, who are certainly familiar with the
literature distributed by the anti-Mormon portion of the countercult, join with those whose essays manifest indifference to truth? Put
another way, why is it that those who are, in Beckwith’s words, “concerned with both the acquisition of truth as well as sharing the power
of Christ’s love” (p. 30) stand together as co-belligerents with bigoted,
caustic, uninformed, and essentially countercult anti-Mormons?
Beckwith, like Mosser and Mouw and others, sees their endeavors as part of what they call an “interfaith dialogue.” However, this
is actually a debate that they believe must take place with Latter-day
Saints over radically conflicting worldviews.78 Writing essays and
having civil meetings with some Latter-day Saint scholars, they seem
to believe, is a way of responding to “the new Mormon challenge.” The
Saints must, they insist, enter into this debate. And, when defeated in
this intellectual battle, the Saints must surrender. It is not, from their
perspective, possible to end their campaign by the Saints demonstrating in both word and deed that we put our trust in Jesus of Nazareth
as our Lord and Savior.79 Instead, we must accept their dogmatic theology; we must be wooed or hounded into abandoning the Book of
78. For evidence of an obsession with something called a “worldview,” see Carl
Mosser and Paul Owen, “Mormonism,” in To Everyone an Answer: A Case for the Christian
Worldview; Essays in Honor of Norman L. Geisler, ed. Francis J. Beckwith, William Lane
Craig, and J. P. Moreland (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2004), 324–46. For a brief
commentary on this book, see the book note in the FARMS Review 17/1 (2005): 356–57.
79. See Carl Mosser and Paul Owen, “Mormonism,” in To Everyone an Answer, 327–31.
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Mormon and into adopting their version of classical theism, or the
war of words must continue.
Beckwith and his associates should understand that neither the
Saints nor the Brethren are about to surrender to their ideology. In addition, any genuine effort on their part to put a damper on the excesses
of countercult anti-Mormonism only makes them targets of abuse.
Beckwith and his associates can do nothing to put an end to countercult anti-Mormonism. Instead, they issue, in somewhat less belligerent
ways, orders of submission to some version of creedal Christianity.
With Neither Truth nor Love
Contemporary conservative Protestants struggle against divisiveness. They do so in part by insisting on both the inerrancy and sufficiency of the Bible. However, this does not put a lid on contention.
It may even exacerbate it. One reason is that those who interpret the
canonical texts, though they advance their interpretations with much
passion, are not themselves infallible. In addition, they tend to be what
early Latter-day Saints called “formalists”: they reject the possibility of
additional divine special revelation.80 There need not be and can never
be, from such a perspective, any additional genuinely prophetic witness or clarification. But the fact is that theological fads and fashions
wax and wane. And within conservative Protestant circles there are a
host of competing opinions about the proper understanding of divine
things, each of which is presumably grounded in the Bible alone.81
Currently the dimming and shifting of Protestant confessional
loyalties is resulting in a lessening of competition within and between
Protestant denominations. Older denominational loyalties have been
replaced by a continuum stretching from tiny congregations to huge
megachurches often with no fixed or traditional denominational ties.
This development has not, however, reduced the level of competition
and contention among individuals and factions. The reason is that
80. For details, see Louis Midgley, “The First Steps,” FARMS Review 17/1 (2005):
xxxviii.
81. For a description of some of the competing opinions currently found among conservative Protestants, see Midgley, “Caliban Mischief,” xxiv–xxv.
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access to the religious marketplace is open to competing entrepreneurs who often operate without even a semblance of denominational
oversight or control. These and other developments tend to blur or
erase older loyalties and ideologies. Striking out on their own, preachers vie with each other for prominence and resources and followers.
Parachurch agencies, independent ministries, and outreaches compete with each other and with older and newer denominations for a
share of the religious market. Some “evangelists,” beginning with the
old radio ministries, have become celebrity figures who draw support
away from established churches.
For some, if no exterior enemy is in sight, aggression is turned
inward and congregations disintegrate. The remedy often employed by
preachers is to find ways of marshaling and directing malignant passions toward a morally blameworthy exterior agent. This option opens
the door for countercult attacks on what are pictured as a demonic
other that threatens authentic Christian faith. Often attacks are justified by appealing to some passage lifted out of context from the New
Testament. We are often told that language in the Bible warrants such
vicious, shameless attacks on the faith of others because, for example,
Paul urged the Ephesians to speak “truth in love.” This is, of course,
utter nonsense. Paul was clearly urging those who received his letter
to cease being blown about by every breeze of doctrine. Instead, he
advised those who follow Christ to grow up unto him and to serve
him as their master by learning to speak to each other truth in love—
something the Ephesians, like contemporary quarreling sectarians,
seemed inclined not to do. They should, instead of quibbling, strive to
honor the one they claim to serve by ceasing to publish, purchase, or
listen to hateful rubbish.
The Powerful Passion to Destroy
As is well known, James Madison was deeply concerned about
what he called the “mischiefs of faction.”82 Controlling these “mortal
82. On 22 November 1787, Madison wrote in a New York City newspaper under
the pseudonym “Publius” what is known as the Tenth Federalist. See The Federalist, ed.
Jacob E. Cooke (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1961), 58 and 61.
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diseases,”83 in Madison’s estimation, is necessary to protect republican liberty and avoid civil war. What is not as well known is that, for
those, like Madison, who thought deeply about the hazards to republican regimes, and who sought remedies for “this dangerous vice,”84
the primary examples of the violence of faction flowed from “a zeal
for different opinions concerning religion.”85 One only has to reflect
on the current conflicts in Lebanon, Northern Ireland, or Iraq to see
what Madison was getting at. He argued that religious differences, if
at all intense, may result in virulent sectarian controversy; such violent conflicts potentially threaten the liberties, lives, and properties of
minorities, as well as the stability of regimes. Madison flatly rejected
the excessively optimistic, naive notion that the moral sentiments of
the faithful would somehow act as a restraint on sectarian animosity; he argued, instead, that conscience “is known to be inadequate in
individuals: In Large numbers, little is to be expected from it. Besides,
Religion itself may become a motive to persecution & oppression.
—These observations,” according to Madison, “are verified by the
Histories of every Country.”86
The unhappy fact is that the American regime, which was in large
measure designed to protect the rights of competing religious minorities, has not always been either willing or able to do so. Nefarious
manifestations of hatred often born of religious passions are, unfortunately, common elements in the story of sectarian, adversarial zeal,
even in Madison’s hopefully moderate America. We must never forget
that Latter-day Saints were forced to flee from place to place and were
eventually driven out of the United States into a refuge in the wilderness; they certainly did not plan on ending up in the barren desert
they eventually turned into a Deseret (which is now, of course, known
as Utah).
83. The Federalist, 57.
84. The Federalist, 56.
85. The Federalist, 58.
86. James Madison, Notes on the Debates in the Federal Convention of 1787, ed.
Adrienna Koch (New York: Norton, 1969), 76.
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The Larger Picture
Madison’s opinions on the source and impact of partisan zeal and
potential factional warfare might be seen as exaggerations. But if so, not
by all that much. When competing faiths are involved, one can easily
find numerous instances where the combination of religious zeal and
political ambition has eroded or wiped away moral restraints. One of
the larger though perhaps lesser known instances of this combustible
mix can be seen taking place in the 1200s when the Mongol hordes
that had swept west over Asia eventually reached Europe. Much as
with other worldly empires, their utterly ruthless leaders seem to have
thought (or at least said) that they were doing God a favor by demanding submission from everyone who stood in the way of their lusts and
their illusions of potency and power. Extermination awaited those
who refused their demands; all must become their vassals or suffer
horrendous consequences. The famous Mongol “orders of submission” presented to their European adversaries were, of course, backed
by the sword. We should not be astonished by their audacity, for they
imagined themselves, like many before and since, as rightfully commissioned to subdue the world.
But those Mongol chiefs were not the only ones who embraced
such illusions. The fact is that those busy guiding empires, not excepting those presumably sacral or priestly, have routinely pictured their
enemies as Diabolical Monsters worthy of what they were about to
endure, and themselves as Holy Knights authorized and empowered
by God (or nature) to accomplish the task of subduing a supposedly
demonic enemy. It turns out that, whatever it is that is behind talk of a
jihad, it is not merely a recent Muslim aberration. Within Christendom
one has only to turn to the various Crusades and Inquisitions to see
something like this ideology at work.
If one is tempted to think that various efforts to weed out heretics or suppress dissent or subdue and hence enlighten the heathen
(or deal with potentially powerful internal factions) reflect merely a
Roman Catholic vice, one has only to remember that, if Rome burned
an allegedly heretical Giordano Bruno on 17 February 1600, nearly
half a century earlier (on 27 October 1553) in Geneva, with John
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Calvin’s approval, the Spaniard Michael Servetus was burned as a heretic. Pogroms are an old story. One reason is that Christian faith in
much of Europe was once profoundly merged with political regimes.
The links between bishops and kings were what eventually brought
both into disrepute. Secularists pounded away at faith in God primarily because clerics and princes were seen as a single corrupt enemy. In
Europe, churches still tend to be under government control and hence
are beholden to state power long after those regimes have become
thoroughly secular.
In addition, the links between priests or preachers and princes
was crucial to the warfare that once afflicted Europe. When armies,
even under a religious banner, tasted blood, it was difficult to restrain
the urge to pester poor peasants or otherwise seek for glory. This eventually put all regal regimes in mortal danger. Among both Protestants
and Roman Catholics the practice of tyrannicide, often backed by
understandable if not commendable moral outrage, eventually turned
into regicide. Now, with the decline and demise of such regimes, we
tend to call this sort of thing terrorism. We also end up having to use
fire to fight fire. We currently see ever larger portions of the world
turned into an extension of the lamentable Arab-Israeli conflict, with
all that this signifies and portends—and always with at least latent
religious overtones.
An American Brand of Bigotry
Not all manifestations of bigotry and hatred flowing from religious passions, or appealing to religious sentiments for justification,
have held aloft a sword or firebrand. And, of course, some of the more
violent elements of sectarian animosity have been toned down. Such
atrocities as lynching and cross-burning have decreased. We cannot
forget that, even where a kind of “free market” for competing faiths
has been given a measure of constitutional protection, flagrant religious bigotry once led to the exodus (or expulsion) of an entire people
from the confines of the United States. The Saints were thus forced to
travel through a hostile wilderness in an effort to find a place of refuge
and thereby escape pernicious and persistent persecution.
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Spoken and written acrimony from within conservative Protestant
circles is often justified as “speaking the truth in love,” where it is clear
that what is done is neither true nor compassionate, at least from the
perspective of those on the receiving end. Churlishness in conservative Protestant circles now tends to be papered over with proof texts
lifted from the Bible; the fist is thus covered in a thin veneer of rhetorical velvet. One has only to glance at the ever-growing scoria found in
the slag heap of sectarian anti-Mormon literature, currently including
a spate of slick anti-Mormon videos,87 to see that this is the case.
Anti-Catholic propaganda constitutes a sizeable portion of countercult endeavors, and, for the most part, sectarian anti-Mormonism
is not the work of Roman Catholics. Instead, anti-Mormonism has
been primarily the province of conservative Protestants, including
the pastors and preachers—often self-credentialed critics—who tend
to constitute the countercult.88 The market for the products generated
by the unseemly countercult—including printed materials of various
types, tapes and videos, speaking engagements in Protestant pulpits,
radio and television programming, picketing and protesting, and,
most recently, Web pages, boards, and blogs—fortunately is still somewhat limited by the marginalized status of the countercult within the
conservative wing of American Protestantism. Competition between
agencies and individuals tends to limit the number of financially successful providers. And the countercult is a business and hence must
generate revenue. Countercultists vie with each other for a niche in
this loathsome market.89 In addition, the often litigious personalities
87. See the items being produced by Living Hope Ministries. See www.lhvm.org
(accessed 8 September 2006).
88. For a detailed account of the countercult industry, see Douglas E. Cowan,
Bearing False Witness? An Introduction to the Christian Countercult (Westport, CT:
Praeger, 2003). For Latter-day Saint commentary on Cowan’s book, see Louis Midgley,
“Cowan on the Countercult,” FARMS Review 16/2 (2004): 395–403; and Richard Neitzel
Holzapfel and David M. Whitchurch, “Assessing the Countercult,” FARMS Review 17/1
(2005): 311–35.
89. Secular anti-Mormonism, by contrast, tends to be financed by wealthy backers
who seem willing to indulge an expensive ideological hobby. See Louis Midgley, “The
Signature Books Saga,” FARMS Review 16/1 (2004): 361–406, for details. The one exception among sectarian anti-Mormon agencies might be what is known as the Religious
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drawn into the countercult culture have regularly turned against each
other. This has resulted in some ugly internecine battles among countercultists struggling to define exactly the correct religious ideology
as they compete with each other for scarce resources. Fortunately the
countercult is, as I have demonstrated, with one rather glaring exception, still marginal in conservative Protestant circles. And it has, to
this point, had only a slight impact on scholarship.90 Countercultists
constantly complain about their lack of standing within the larger
components of conservative Protestantism. This offers a ray of hope
that the malignant passions that fuel anti-Mormonism, if they are not
likely to disappear, will continue to be constrained to the margins of
contemporary conservative Protestantism.
Of course, one can only long for the day when shame will lead the
lion not to seek to feed on the lamb. I do not expect to see this soon,
however.

Research Institute. Luke Wilson’s operation seems tied to the resources of a wealthy
patron.
90. For a brief description of some exceptions, see Midgley “On Caliban Mischief,”
xxiv–xxxii.

Approaching Understandings
in the Book of Abraham
Kerry Muhlestein

T

he Book of Abraham is replete with important and rich doctrines
for Latter-day Saints. The existence of papyri connected with the
Book of Abraham furthers interest in this volume of scripture. While
much research has been conducted into the doctrines and also the origins of the Book of Abraham, clearly much more remains to be done.
As the third title in the Studies in the Book of Abraham series, this
volume provides the reader with an abundance of research in the three
crucial themes from which its name derives: astronomy, papyrus, and
covenant. It has been dedicated to the memory of David Elliot, a graduate student in Egyptology at the University of Pennsylvania whose
paper was intended for the volume but was not completed before his
untimely death. All but three of the articles were presented in a conference at Brigham Young University.
One of the most rewarding aspects of the book is the juxtaposition of articles whose conclusions or methodologies do not agree with
one another. The editors have done this intentionally (p. viii), which
	. See John Gee, “The Role of the Book of Abraham in the Restoration” (Provo, UT:
FARMS, 1997).

Review of John Gee and Brian M. Hauglid, eds. Astronomy, Papyrus,
and Covenant. Provo, UT: FARMS, 2005. x + 209 pp., with citation
and subject indexes. $49.95.
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demonstrates that well-thought-out but divergent arguments and
conclusions can be advanced by scholars within the same framework
of faith. In addition, it offers the reader an opportunity to observe and
evaluate the differences between varying assumptions and methodologies. This exercise is valuable for scholar and layman alike.
The volume starts out with just such a juxtaposition. In the first
chapter John Gee, William J. Hamblin, and Daniel C. Peterson outline their view that Abraham’s conception of astronomy was geocentric. They note that Joseph Smith described the Abraham papyri
as including “the principles of astronomy as understood by Father
Abraham and the ancients” (p. 2). The authors then demonstrate
that the ancients from Abraham’s time viewed the universe geocentrically. As Gee, Hamblin, and Peterson have pointed out, adopting
their position does dismiss some criticisms of the Book of Abraham
(p. 2). Many of their arguments are convincing. However, some of
the evidences they produce, such as the scriptural text citing that God
descends to the earth (p. 8), fit in nicely with their stance but do not
dictate a geocentric perspective.
Gee, Hamblin, and Peterson’s article is followed by a discussion
of creation by Michael D. Rhodes and J. Ward Moody, wherein they
use their training in physics and astronomy, as well as in Egyptology,
to argue for an Abrahamic orientation that fits better with a modern astronomical understanding. They are explicit about their faithbased assumptions (pp. 17–18) and discuss such issues as the amount
of time involved in the creation (p. 25), the age of the earth (pp. 25–
26), and the possibility of death before the fall (pp. 26–28). They also
compare scriptural creation accounts to a modern astronomical view
of creation. While admitting to geocentric elements in the account
(p. 22), Rhodes and Moody set out an argument that at least some of
	. See Dan Vogel and Brent Lee Metcalfe, “Joseph Smith’s Scriptural Cosmology,” in
The Word of God: Essays on Mormon Scripture, ed. Dan Vogel (Salt Lake City: Signature
Books, 1990), 218–19 n. 78; and as cited by the authors.
	. Portions of this article also appear in modified form in a recent commentary. See
Richard D. Draper, S. Kent Brown, and Michael D. Rhodes, The Pearl of Great Price: A
Verse-by-Verse Commentary (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 2005).
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the scriptural text indicates a Kolob-centric viewpoint (as opposed to
geocentric).
What neither of these articles discusses is the possibility that God
was not showing Abraham a post-Einsteinian concept of the cosmos,
or a helio- or geocentric view. Instead, he could have been explaining astronomy from an altogether different paradigm that we do not
yet understand. Perhaps even more likely, the Lord may have been
describing astronomy allegorically, not as an attempt to show the
heavens from any particular standpoint, but in a manner that allowed
him to teach doctrinal principles. After all, the Lord told Abraham
that he was being shown these things so he could teach them in Egypt
(Abraham 3:15). Not only does it seem that the Lord would be more
concerned with teaching the Egyptians doctrine than astronomy, but
the astronomical discussions are continually couched in descriptions
of how they symbolize the things of God (see Abraham 3:14, 16–22).
In any case, the varying viewpoints discussed in these chapters
indicate that the complexity of the vision of the heavens recorded in the
Book of Abraham is not only deserving of the able and excellent treatment these two essays provide, but also of much more study. Clearly,
several layers of interpretation can be gleaned from Abraham’s text.
I would also like to compare the article by E. Douglas Clark to
those by Jared W. Ludlow and by Brian M. Hauglid (whose essay
appears later in the book). Clark draws upon the images of stars and
cedars, averring that they are royal symbols and that Abraham fits the
symbols better than Pharaoh because Abraham possesses the royal
priesthood while Pharaoh’s royalty is wholly man-made. Clark is correct in this conclusion about Abraham’s real royalty; he ably highlights Abraham’s pivotal role in God’s covenant process with his children (pp. 38–39). This should lead the reader to reflect on Abraham as
a person and his position in the covenant. These are all very valuable
contributions.
However, there are also some problems with this article. While
Clark musters a convincing picture of royal imagery being associated with the stars, not all of the star imagery drawn upon (see p. 53)
is valid for all of Egyptian history (we have little evidence from the
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time period of Abraham). He is less successful with the cedar imagery, which is not as strongly tied to Egyptian kingship as the article
suggests (see pp. 38–39 and 52), or at least we do not presently have
the evidence for it. The problem of evidence segues into the most persistent flaw in this thought-provoking article: the consistent use of
extracanonical material without providing any apparent methodology of how that material was selected. Why were some nonscriptural
texts chosen as representing authentic events without any discussion
of the possibility that these texts may not accurately portray events in
Abraham’s life? We do not know the degree to which events described
in the Genesis Apocryphon, Jubilees, the Legends of the Jews, or other
texts that Clark cites, reflect reality. Undoubtedly many of the events
they mention did not occur. While it is one thing to cite these ancient
sources as examples of ancient traditions that parallel accounts Joseph
Smith gave us, it is quite another to treat the stories they share as factual events with no discussion about their authenticity (see pp. 45, 47,
49, 52, and 54 for examples). Unfortunately, Clark’s discussion is also
marred by a nonchronological use of Egyptian sources.
However, both Ludlow and Hauglid explicitly tackle the issue of
using extrascriptural sources. Ludlow examines Abraham’s vision of
the heavens and compares it to other ancient sources, seeking both
to identify valid parallel traditions and to establish a methodology in
comparing them. He specifies that such comparisons must be evaluated with at least three things in mind: (1) the similarity of context
and time period of the traditions; (2) the possible dependency of each
text upon the other; and (3) the purpose for the author’s use of the tradition (p. 58). Stringently using these criteria and explicitly addressing
the issues of extracanonical accounts, Ludlow demonstrates that traditions of Abraham seeing the heavens that are similar to the account
found in the Book of Abraham are abundant in ancient sources.
Ludlow also asks the right question: are these sources fabrications
that happen to support a Latter-day Saint point of view, or are they corrupted echoes of an original truth (pp. 69–70)? This is a question that
	. For a discussion on this topic, see C. Wilfred Griggs, ed., Apocryphal Writings
and the Latter-day Saints (Provo, UT: BYU Religious Studies Center, 1986).
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LDS scholars must ask because of a strong temptation to recognize support for our views regardless of proper methodology. We are on much
better footing with few but strong supports rather than having our work
linked to additional weak parallels. Ludlow’s methodology and manner
of questioning should be employed by other LDS scholars. He addresses
the narrow textual context of the sources he employs, as well as the
broader context, by looking at time, provenance, genre, and language.
Ludlow concludes that it is neither likely that all the ancient sources
he draws upon were dependent on each other nor probable that they
came from a single source; instead, these traditions stemmed from a
broad understanding in the ancient world that Abraham had seen the
heavens and that he understood and taught astronomy (p. 71). Of this
type of evidence, Ludlow concludes that while testimony must come
from spiritual conversion, parallels “can be a nudging confirmation as
we walk down the path of faith” (p. 73).
Similarly, Hauglid’s article is devoted to understanding how and
why Muslim apocryphal traditions developed, thus enabling us to better use and evaluate these sources. Hauglid is appropriately respectful
of the Muslim point of view; he notes that “Muslims do not consider
that the Qurʾān is in any way a part of the apocryphal tradition but as
the word of God incarnate revealed directly to Muḥammad through
Gabriel” (p. 133). Not only does Hauglid describe the development of
Muslim extracanonical traditions, but he also addresses the important
issue of how much would have been available in Joseph Smith’s day.
One section of this article is somewhat puzzling, though. Hauglid
states that Muslim tradition was created to bolster the message of
Muhammad and Islam, thus making any similarities to the Book of
Abraham purely unintentional. “Thus, when supportive evidence is
encountered in Muslim tradition, it gives that much more force to the
uniquely ancient character of the Book of Abraham” (p. 137). I fail to
see how this is so. When Muslim traditions that agree with the Book of
Abraham draw from sources more ancient than themselves, this does
lend support to the Abrahamic account coming from an ancient tradition. But anything that was created whole cloth in an effort to support Muhammad would be late enough that it would reveal nothing at
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all about the ancient character of the Book of Abraham. These would
be the kinds of fabrications Ludlow asked about, as opposed to the
ancient traditions to which he compared them. It is in drawing on
ancient tradition that we find evidence, not from the creation of new
traditions. However, Hauglid does demonstrate how these new traditions can be valuable.
Hauglid notes that ancient Jewish sources held that Abraham had
fought against idolatry while living with his father and that this led
to his life being endangered (p. 142). He also outlines a Muslim tradition to this same effect, with some slight variations. While we do not
know if the latter text is dependent on the former, the two together
lend credence to the idea that there was an ancient tradition similar to
the text found in the Book of Abraham. He firms this up by creating a
table that shows how much of the material in Abraham 2 is supported
by Muslim tradition, whether or not it is mentioned in the biblical
account (pp. 144–46). Together Ludlow and Hauglid explain how to
use ancient sources and demonstrate this correct use with examples.
This makes their contributions to the volume valuable on a number
of levels.
In a very short article Richard D. Draper addresses an issue that
many teachers encounter as they engage their students in the study
of various creation accounts. Draper ably outlines the nuances of the
literality and symbolism interlaced in creation accounts. He points
out that men such as Parley P. Pratt and Brigham Young spoke of the
symbolic nature of the description of the creation of humankind, and
he investigates the question of whether or not they got this idea from
Joseph Smith. Draper suggests that they did not and cites many of
Joseph’s teachings about the creation, noting that he does not mention
anything about the biblical explanation being symbolic.
Draper’s arguments are largely convincing. Some questions, how
ever, remain. Draper notes that, in two sermons in which Joseph discussed the creation, he specifically employed the language of Genesis.
While this might indicate that Joseph took these accounts literally, it is
also possible that he was just using scriptural language, as he was prone
to do, and saying nothing at all about the literality of the account.
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Draper discusses yet another sermon, the King Follett discourse, averring that when Joseph used scriptural language in that discourse it
supports his literal interpretation of that language. However, Joseph’s
point in this section of the Follett discourse was the eternal nature of
spirit, not how Adam’s physical body was created. We are probably
safer in saying of the King Follett discourse, and of his other sermons,
that Joseph did not say anything that indicated he did not accept a
literal interpretation of the biblical account of man’s creation. He did
not address the subject specifically, and we do not know everything he
said to other church leaders; thus, as far as we know, Draper’s position
that Brigham Young and Parley P. Pratt did not get their ideas about
the creation of mankind from Joseph seems to be true. However, we
can neither prove nor disprove it.
In a further effort to ascertain the degree of literality within the
account of the creation of mankind, Draper appeals to the Abrahamic
account. This is appropriate. Since the Abrahamic narrative predates
that of the Genesis and Moses accounts and, furthermore, because
this text presents a unique viewpoint of creation, the Abrahamic
creation pericope is more likely to vary from the Genesis and Moses
accounts than they are from each other. Draper demonstrates that the
Abrahamic account squares with the biblical account, lending further
credence to his argument for the literality of the text. He concludes
that the scriptural language as it stands is the creation account God
wants us to have. Regardless of whether it is symbolic or literal, it is
the story of creation as God has given it to us.
Peter C. Nadig’s paper is crucial for those who want to understand
how the writings of Abraham eventually arrived in Ptolemaic (or perhaps Roman) Egypt. The first step must be to understand the time
	. See Marc Coenen, “The Dating of the Papyri Joseph Smith I, X and XI and Min
Who Massacres His Enemies,” in Egyptian Religion: The Last Thousand Years, Part II.
Studies Dedicated to the Memory of Jan Quaegebeur, ed. Willy Clarysse, Antoon Schoors,
and Harco Willems (Leuven: Peeters, 1998), 1103–15; Robert K. Ritner, “The ‘Breathing
Permit of Hôr’ Thirty-four Years Later,” Dialogue 33/4 (2000): 99; Marc Coenen, “Horos,
Prophet of Min Who Massacres His Enemies,” Chronique d’Égypte 74/148 (1999): 257–59;
John Gee, A Guide to the Joseph Smith Papyri (Provo, UT: FARMS, 2000), 25–27; Hugh
Nibley, The Message of the Joseph Smith Papyri: An Egyptian Endowment, 2nd ed. (Salt
Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 2005), 5–10; and Jan Quaegebeur, “Books of Thoth
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and place in general and the role of Jews within that community in
particular. Nadig’s piece does precisely this. While noting the limitations in available sources, he outlines briefly some of the key historical events of Ptolemaic Egypt, especially as these events involved the
status of Jews within Egypt. He outlines shifts in the status of and attitude toward Jews, noting the upturn in social status that Jews gained
in the Ptolemaic realm just before the earliest assigned date of the
papyri. This information is crucial in any attempt to piece together the
history of the papyri.
In the introduction to his article on Facsimile 3 and Book of the
Dead 125, John Gee makes an understatement when he says that little
has been done in the way of scholarly treatment of Facsimile 3 (p. 95).
This is also true when he says that Egyptological work remains to
be done on similar scenes. It is surprising how much we still do not
understand about this type of scene. Of the few things that have been
written of Facsimile 3, it is astonishing how many are wrong. Gee
takes the logical first step in correcting this error. His article is intentionally limited in scope, discussing what has typically been said of
the facsimile from an Egyptological standpoint and how those things
are wrong. Succinctly put, the article demonstrates what Facsimile 3 is
not. Before we can start doing things right in regard to this representation, we must stop doing things wrong.
Gee demonstrates that the vignette of the judgment scene (something different from textual references to judgment) was first associated with Book of the Dead chapter 30B and later with chapter 125,
significantly noting that vignettes could be applied to more than one
text and thus to more than one concept (pp. 98–99). He also shows
that while many have called Facsimile 3 a typical Egyptian judgment
Belonging to Owners of Portraits? On Dating Late Hieratic Funerary Papyri,” in Portraits
and Masks: Burial Customs in Roman Egypt, ed. Morris L. Bierbrier (London: Trustees
of the British Museum, 1997), 74. While Nibley and Ritner prefer the later Roman period
date, the earlier date espoused by Gee, Quaegebeur, and Coenen is most likely correct.
	. On the topic of vignettes and accompanying texts containing incongruities, see
Valérie Angenot, “Discordance entre texte et image: Deux exemples de l’Ancien et du
Nouvel Empires,” Göttinger Miszellen 187 (2002): 11–21.
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scene, it most decidedly is not a typical judgment scene. Virtually
none of the elements typical of the judgment scene are present. Instead,
Facsimile 3 seems to be what I prefer to call a presentation scene,
wherein one is presented to a god or another important figure. While
variations of this scene are often associated with the judgment scene,
they also exist in contexts having nothing to do with judgment.
What remains to be done is to analyze more carefully exactly what
this scene means Egyptologically, which is quite separate from what
it may mean in the context of the Joseph Smith Papyri. Both John
Gee and I are engaged in such analyses. Gee has already presented
much of his work in a scholarly conference, the publication of which
is forthcoming.
Gee concludes with examples of vignettes associated with the
Book of Breathings juxtaposed with Facsimile 3, highlighting the differences between the two. He also includes a very helpful table outlining documents associated with the judgment scene, noting which are
securely dated and including information as to the date of the text, its
various elements, and the sequence. This table will be a valuable tool
for those who aim to further this research. Gee’s discussion of the elements comprising a judgment scene would be slightly enhanced if it
included the prose description of judgment provided in the Demotic
tale of Setne Khamwas (II), especially since this stems from the same
era as the Joseph Smith Papyri. While such an inclusion would provide further evidence and an even more rounded understanding of
the topic, the conclusions reached would not be altered by the consideration of this text.
Kevin L. Barney examines a crucial and oft-ignored possibility
concerning the facsimiles of the Book of Abraham. He argues that the
facsimiles may well have a Semitic interpretation quite separate from
what the ancient Egyptians may have seen in these vignettes, and he
	. See Charles M. Larson, By His Own Hand upon Papyrus: A New Look at the Joseph
Smith Papyri, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Institute for Religious Research, 1992), 108.
	. John Gee, “A New Look at the ʿnḫ p by Formula,” presented at the IXe Congrès
International des Études Démotiques, Paris, France, 31 August–3 September 2005.
	. Translation available in Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, Volume
III: The Late Period (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), 140.
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provides parallels. Coupled with Nadig’s article, Barney’s piece gives
us a clearer understanding of the sociohistorical context from which
the papyri stem. (What remains to be done, and Nadig is very capable
of doing this, is a description of the intellectual and cross-cultural
sharing of the time period.)
Barney sets out the possibility that the Book of Abraham had at
least one Jewish redactor, whom he dubs J-red. He outlines five key
false assumptions used by critics of the church that his Jewish redaction theory would dismiss (p. 111). He finds several convincing parallel
cases in which Semites clearly used Egyptian elements but gave them
a uniquely Israelite/Jewish interpretation. One of his more convincing bits of evidence is based on similarities between the Testament
of Abraham and the Egyptian psychostasy. While scholars have long
assumed that there were parallels between the scene described in the
Testament of Abraham and the typical Egyptian judgment scene, until
recently no one has done a thorough investigation into these similarities to put the assumption on a sure scholarly foundation. However,
Jared Ludlow presented his investigation at an academic Egyptological
conference held at BYU–Hawaii in February 2006,10 concluding that
the assumption is indeed correct and that the parallels are real. This
study makes Barney’s example all the more forceful.
It should be noted that Barney argues that J-red adapts/adopts
vignettes from the Book of Breathings for a Jewish use, but Facsimile 1
is not typical of the Book of Breathings (at least no parallels have been
found). This does not diminish his argument; the hypothetical J-red
could have provided a Jewish adaptation to this scene whatever its
original context. Undoubtedly each culture will assign its own understanding to any visual representation. Barney demonstrates that there
are Semitic contexts and interpretations for Egyptian motifs that are
valid in addition to their Egyptian context. This could be the case with
the Book of Abraham facsimiles. Barney’s Semitic adaptation theory
10. Jared Ludlow, “Reinterpretation of the Judgment Scene in the Testament of Abraham,” presented at the Evolving Egypt: Innovation, Appropriation, and Reinterpretation
Conference held at BYU–Hawaii, February 2006.
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has many strengths, but we cannot know for sure if it represents what
actually happened.
The various times Abraham and his descendants moved in and
out of the Egyptian realm provided many opportunities for reinterpretations and adaptations of each other’s cultural elements. Abra
ham’s text, and its ensuing copies, could have moved to and from
Egypt a number of times and could have been handled by numerous
types of people. Besides the possibility of a Jewish reinterpretation of
an Egyptian motif, we should be cognizant of the possibility of an
Egyptian redrawing of Jewish documents and representations. Could
there have been a J-red and an E-red? Could E-red have seen a Jewish
drawing and recopied it on papyrus using artistic elements and scenes
with which he was most comfortable? (Most artists draw using their
own cultural artistic conventions, regardless of the original representations; hence we have Latter-day Saint depictions of Abraham’s sacrifice that are very different from Facsimile 1, and Renaissance portraits
of biblical figures in European styles.) While the J-red hypothesis is
valuable and attractive, we must acknowledge that the possible twists
in the story of how Abraham’s book arrived in its present form are
dizzying. Still, careful analyses such as that done by Barney will open
up new avenues for further research, and we will slowly inch toward a
more accurate picture.
Janet Hovorka sheds light on the overlooked part that the wives of
Abraham played in the covenant. Hovorka asks important questions
about Sarah and Hagar (p. 147). She examines aspects of covenants in
general and the Abrahamic covenant in particular, attempting to elucidate evidence for the participation of both these women in the cove
nant. Her piece should lead readers to reflect on what these women
went through and their contribution to scriptural history and covenant
blessings, an important yet understudied topic. The evidence is sparse,
and though her article is thought provoking, Hovorka often stretches
the sources further than they can safely go. These flaws undermine
much of the article. While Sarah and Hagar may have played larger
roles than we have typically given them credit for, I do not think we do
them or modern-day readers any favors by attempting to reconstruct
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what we believe must have been the case from evidence that does not
support the conclusions.
In order to properly address the topic, Hovorka first defines a covenant and identifies the aspects we should expect to find if Sarah and
Hagar were active participants in the covenant, such as covenantal
stipulations, covenantal blessings, and covenantal tokens or signs.
She applies the typical biblical definition of the Abrahamic covenant,
leaving out the important aspects of the priesthood and sharing the
gospel that are a major part of the covenant passages in the restoration scriptures (pp. 150–51).11 She then sets out to demonstrate that
Sarah was part of the covenant, something that appeals to Latter-day
Saints since we associate the Abrahamic covenant with the marriage
covenant. She is correct in pointing out that Sarah has not received
enough attention and amply outlines Sarah’s ability to be obedient to
all that the Lord asked. She thus concludes that Sarah was part of the
covenant. While I agree that Sarah was part of the covenant, I am not
convinced that demonstrating her obedience necessarily proves that.
As part of the discussion of Sarah and covenantal blessings,
Hovorka espouses an idea that others have had—namely, that Sarah
may have been bereft of children because she may have occupied the
role of a celibate priestess in Mesopotamia before becoming converted
to Jehovah. While the argument is possible, it is unconvincing. After
all, Sarah herself says that the Lord had restrained her from bearing
children (Genesis 16:2); it seems unlikely that the Lord’s mechanism
of restraint would be her pagan service as a Mesopotamian priestess.
In concluding her discussion of Sarah’s part in the covenant
blessings, Hovorka notes that Abraham was told by the Lord to follow
her counsel and that Peter and Paul both held her up as an example for women to follow. “Thus, Sarah received the same blessings as
11. For more on the Abrahamic covenant, see S. Michael Wilcox, “The Abrahamic
Covenant,” in A Witness of Jesus Christ: The 1989 Sperry Symposium on the Old Testament,
ed. Richard D. Draper (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1990), 271–80; Ellis T. Rasmussen,
“Abrahamic Covenant,” in Encyclopedia of Mormonism, 1:9–10; and Bruce R. McConkie,
“The Promises Made to the Fathers,” in The Old Testament: Genesis to 2 Samuel; Studies
in Scripture, ed. Kent P. Jackson and Robert L. Millet (Salt Lake City: Randall Book,
1985), 47–62.

Gee, Hauglid, Astronomy, Papyrus, Covenant (Muhlestein) • 241

Abraham” (p. 156). This is a non sequitur. Certainly Sarah was part
of the covenant and received the blessings of posterity and so forth,
but this is not necessarily a conclusion drawn from her obedience and
good example.
Hovorka is correct in pointing out that Sarah’s name change (from
Sarai) is a sign of covenant (p. 156). But she then attempts to demonstrate that Sarah’s laughing upon hearing the news that she would
bear a child was a laugh of rejoicing. I fail to see what this has to do
with covenant tokens (though it is a topic worth addressing), and the
evidence does not seem to support the claim. Hovorka proposes that
the word translated as “laugh” should be read as “rejoiced” but fails
to investigate how the word is usually used in the Hebrew Bible. My
own preliminary investigation indicates that “rejoiced” is a less common usage. Furthermore, when confronted by heavenly messengers
who construed her laugh as a sign of doubt, Sarah denied that she had
laughed (Genesis 18:15), something one is unlikely to do if the laugh
had been one of rejoicing.
In taking on the more difficult task of establishing Hagar inside
the covenant, Hovorka acknowledges the difficulty arising from lack
of source material (p. 157). Hovorka is right in her assertion that
Hagar and Ishmael were in a covenantal relationship with the Lord
(p. 158), and the scriptural text supports this view (Genesis 16:10–13).
However, whatever Hagar and Ishmael’s covenant is, it is not the full
Abrahamic covenant (Genesis 17:21). Additionally, Hovorka avers
that a promised land is part of the covenant with Ishmael and Hagar
(pp. 158, 160). This concept is not to be found in the canonical text,
and Hovorka’s idea that the separation of Ishmael from Isaac occurred
so that each could have his own land does not mean that Ishmael was
assured land. Hovorka also suggests that perhaps Hagar’s name was
changed to Keturah, who is listed as one of Abraham’s later wives
(p. 161). However, since the Midianites are descended of Keturah, and
Jethro the Midianite held the priesthood, it seems unlikely that his
ancestress was in fact Hagar, an Egyptian. Still, there is no doubt that
Hagar and Ishmael participated in a covenant with the Lord. Hovorka’s
article serves as a reminder of the importance of covenants in general,
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of the Abrahamic covenant specifically, and of the crucial and overlooked role that Sarah and Hagar played in the establishment of the
covenant. Unfortunately, much of the evidence mustered is weak.
In her article on Abraham and redemption, Jennifer Lane continues her important work on understanding redemption phraseology, legality, and symbolism in various scriptural texts. In this series
of investigations she has unveiled new meanings for many aspects of
the Old Testament,12 New Testament,13 and Book of Mormon.14 Her
scholarship in this area has revolutionized what we can learn from
many scriptural passages.15 Lane insightfully identifies Abraham 1:2
as a description of Abraham’s search for redemption. She also outlines
how redemption was available through family relationships and how
the covenant with Abraham created a family relationship between
him and Jehovah, making redemption possible. Through Abraham’s
faith and his participation in the covenant, redemption is extended to
Abraham. In this article Lane provides a case study that elucidates the
general principles she has discussed previously.
My only suggestion would be a change in language, or emphasis. Lane consistently uses adoption terminology in describing the
creation of familial relations through covenant. So do most others.16
In doing so, they follow the lead of Paul, who consistently employs
adoption nomenclature (see Romans 9:4; Galatians 4:5; and Ephesians
12. Jennifer Clark Lane, “The Lord Will Redeem His People: ‘Adoptive’ Covenant
and Redemption in the Old Testament,” in Thy People Shall Be My People and Thy God My
God: The 22d Annual Sidney B. Sperry Symposium (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1994),
49–60.
13. Jennifer Clark Lane, “Hebrew Concepts of Adoption and Redemption in the
Writings of Paul,” in The Apostle Paul, His Life and His Testimony: The 23d Annual
Sidney B. Sperry Symposium (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book, 1994), 80–95; and Jennifer
Clark Lane, “Not Bondage but Adoption: Adoptive Redemption in the Writings of Paul”
(master’s thesis, Brigham Young University, 1994).
14. Jennifer Clark, “The Lord Will Redeem His People: ‘Adoptive’ Covenant and
Redemption in the Hebrew Bible and the Book of Mormon” (University Scholars Project,
Brigham Young University, 1993).
15. For example, her ideas strongly influenced my lecture “Covenant and Redemption
on the Book of Ruth,” presented at BYU–Hawaii Women’s Conference, May 2006.
16. See, for example, Brian K. Ray, “Adoption and Atonement: Becoming Sons and
Daughters of Christ,” Religious Educator 6/3 (2005): 129–36.
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1:5). However, this is not the familial term most often employed in
the scriptures, and I fear that the sole use of adoption terminology
hides other crucial concepts about which the scriptures are insistent.
Overall, the scriptural language does not emphasize being adopted by
Christ, but being begotten by Christ. This may seem a small matter,
but it touches upon the concept of being born again and becoming
new creatures, matters that are not unimportant.
Lane’s article is actually replete with scriptural begotten concepts.
While covenants can indeed signify adoption in the mortal world,
they can be part of begetting when dealing with God. Lane references
covenants and adoption in regard to King Benjamin’s sermon (p. 171).
However, the passage she cites reads “because of the covenant which
ye have made ye shall be called the children of Christ, his sons, and
his daughters; for behold, this day he hath spiritually begotten you. . . .
And under this head ye are made free” (Mosiah 5:7–8). Lane notes that
as part of the covenant Abraham receives a new name (p. 171). Yet new
names generally denote becoming a new being, something that does
not happen through adoption but through birth or rebirth (in the end,
all of our births have been rebirths). Lane also emphasizes the reception of a new nature (p. 173); however, a new nature accompanies not
an adoption but a rebirth, which would make us begotten of him who
gave us the new birth. It is the atonement of Christ that changes our
nature or makes of us new creatures, thus constituting a rebirth—or
begetting—of which he is the father.
The phraseology hinges on the concept of being born again, and
focusing on adoption threatens to turn us away from the need to be
born of God and to have our natures changed until finally our natures
have become such that we are redeemed. Alma the Younger reports
what the Lord told him: all mankind “must be born again; yea, born
of God, changed from their carnal and fallen state, to a state of righteousness, being redeemed of God, becoming his sons and daughters;
And thus they become new creatures” (Mosiah 27:25–26). Alma finishes by saying that “I am born of God. My soul hath been redeemed
from the gall of bitterness and bonds of iniquity” (Mosiah 27:28–29).
Later Alma asks, “have ye spiritually been born of God?” (Alma 5:14).
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Enoch records that the Lord spoke to Adam about being born of God,
comparing it to our physical birth (Moses 6:59–60).
This last verse highlights that the rebirth is not merely symbolic
terminology, nor is it merely adoption. Our spiritual rebirth is as real
as any of our other births. We call God our “Father” because he is the
Father of our spirits. We also call our mortal dads “father” because they
are the fathers of our mortal bodies. We could thus create a chart:
Father of Our
Spirit Life

Father of Our
Mortal Life

God the Father Dad
Yet we must all become new creatures, having a new spirit created
in us. Thus the chart continues:
Father of Our
Spirit Life

Father of Our
Mortal Life

God the Father Dad

Father of Our
Spiritual Life
Christ

And eventually we will receive eternal life from Christ (as well as
a resurrected body), who has been given the power to give us eternal
life from his Father.
Father of Our
Spirit Life

Father of Our
Mortal Life

God the Father Dad

Father of Our
Spiritual Life

Father of Our
Eternal Life

Christ

Christ

Thus we see that Christ literally becomes our father as much as
any of the fathers of our previous births. We seldom forget the fourth
column but often overlook the third. As we focus on becoming children of Christ, not through adoption but through being born again
and receiving a new nature, we will come that much closer to redemption. While the language of adoption is not wrong per se, I would suggest that we not use it exclusively so that we may maintain a focus
on the gospel idea of being born again and its part in the redemptive
process. This is not to say that any of Lane’s excellent writings have
been wrong but is to suggest a possible change for future writings that
focus on our familial relationship with Christ. It is my understanding

Gee, Hauglid, Astronomy, Papyrus, Covenant (Muhlestein) • 245

that this is exactly the direction Lane’s research is now taking and that
this issue is one she plans to address.
The concluding chapter, by Andrew H. Hedges, makes an important contribution in examining differences between how Joseph Smith
treated Abraham and how his religious contemporaries did. Hedges
acknowledges the incumbent limitations in such a study and how to
deal with them. As he notes, we must all remember that while Hedges
is able to account for written and printed material available in Joseph’s
day, we cannot take into account the kinds of things that were being
preached in the countryside that Joseph may have heard. Yet, since
the written texts Hedges cited were likely referred to and used as a
guide by most preachers, Hedges’s conclusions still carry a great deal
of weight.
Hedges demonstrates that attention paid to Abraham was at an alltime low when Joseph was working on the Book of Abraham (p. 179).
He also describes the differences in the way Abraham the person as well
as the Abrahamic narrative were employed by Joseph’s contemporaries
as compared with the text of the Book of Abraham. For example, this
bit of restoration scripture emphasizes covenants and how they would
be fulfilled in the future, something Hedges demonstrates contrasted
with the way that American preachers treated Abraham in Joseph’s day.
He also notes Joseph’s uniqueness in emphasizing a literal promised
land. Moreover, no one in Joseph’s day mentioned Abraham’s dealings in Egypt, idolatry, or Abraham nearly being sacrificed (p. 186).
Additionally, an Abrahamic creation account is completely original.
Hedges’s conclusions devastate notions that Joseph Smith was borrowing Abrahamic ideas from his religious contemporaries. The material in the Book of Abraham seems unique and contrasts strongly with
the way other Christians portrayed Abraham. In the face of Hedges’s
article, it is ludicrous to try to maintain that Joseph was modifying or
borrowing existing Abrahamic doctrines.
The final merit of the book comes from its apparatuses. The citation index, which lists the ancient sources used within the various
articles, will make further research much easier. The same is true of
the extensive subject index and the list of foreign terms used. Though
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these tools represent a small number of pages, they are the result
of many hours of work that will result in exponentially more hours
being saved by future researchers. The editors are to be commended
for including these tools.
Overall, this volume is an indispensable piece of scholarship
for anyone who wants to understand the Book of Abraham better.
Although some flaws exist throughout, the combined strength of the
articles is commendable. Not only does the book answer many previous questions about Abraham, but it also provides guidelines for
future research.
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J. Michael Feazell. The Liberation of the Worldwide Church of God.
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2001. 224 pp., with index. $18.99.
More than anyone else on the margins of Protestant religiosity,
it was Herbert W. Armstrong who fashioned the “electronic church.”
Starting out in advertising in Oregon, he switched in 1933 to pitching
religion on the radio. He amassed a fortune, built a massive headquarters, and founded Ambassador College in Pasadena, California,
where he moved his business ventures in 1947. Armstrong blended
end-time speculation and the idea that the Brits were Israelites with
the slogans of pre–World War II fundamentalist religiosity. Some may
remember hearing his booming voice on The World Tomorrow radio
show or seeing him eventually perform on television, or recall reading his Plain Truth mass-circulation magazine. Armstrong could have
been the model for the comic Dave Barry’s amusing quip: “Jesus saves,
send the money.” He eventually augmented his Radio Church of God
with congregations, launching the Worldwide Church of God (WCG).
He led the WCG as its pastor general until his death in 1986. His
“church” was not without controversy; his troubles surfaced when he
ousted his even more gifted son, Garner Ted Armstrong, who turned
out to be a high-living, spectacular moral failure. When Herbert W.
Armstrong passed away, his financial empire was in decline. Joseph
Tkach, who replaced Armstrong, lacked his theatrical skills. In 1995,
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Joseph Tkach Jr. replaced his father and was soon forced by massive
financial setbacks to cut much of the headquarters staff, sell real estate
holdings, and then in 1997 close Ambassador College.
Feazell provides the official, but highly sanitized, account of the
fall of the Armstrong empire. He grants that under Joseph Tkach Jr.
the leadership of the WCG was driven to abandon various unorthodox doctrines, including much of the end-time speculation and the
British-Israel connection (p. 12). This was necessary to salvage what
remained after the collapse of the Armstrong empire. Feazell seems to
indicate that those who remained at the WCG headquarters believed
the bizarre teachings of Armstrong. But Feazell also admits that
“despite the poor research skills of certain [unnamed] cult-watchers,
Herbert Armstrong did not deny the divinity of Jesus Christ” (p. 216
n. 14). The Armstrong movement, whatever its strange ideology on
crucial issues, was also well within the parameters of fundamentalist
Christianity. Much like a failed business venture, it tried to hold some
of the badly splintered followers of Armstrong together while also
finding a way of salvaging something in the aftermath of a dramatic
market failure. While downsizing the Armstrong empire, its managers claim to have discovered orthodox religion. With this strategic
shift, the WCG was eventually admitted to the National Association
of Evangelicals.
Why should any of this be of interest to Latter-day Saints? When
on 14 November 2004 Richard Mouw and Rabi Zacharias spoke in the
Salt Lake Tabernacle, Joseph Tkach Jr. was on the stand supporting
the effort of Greg Johnson (Standing Together Ministries) to evangelize the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Earlier Johnson
had introduced Michael Feazell, special assistant to Joseph Tkach Jr.,
to his Latter-day Saint friends and evangelical associates. Included in
this group were the ardent anti-Mormons at Living Hope Ministries
who specialize in attack videos. Those folks then produced a video
entitled Called to Be Free, which purports to tell the story of how and
why the WCG found the real Jesus and gained evangelical respectability. This video appears to be an attempt by countercultists to suggest
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to the Saints, based on the model of the WCG, how they can gain full
recognition as an evangelical denomination.
Allan D. Fitzgerald, gen. ed. Augustine through the Ages: An Ency
clopedia. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999. il + 902 pp., with
index, list of entries, general bibliography. $80.00.
This is a remarkable collection of more than four hundred essays
of varying lengths by nearly one hundred and fifty scholars. Most of
the entries contain useful bibliographies citing ancient and modern
literature. Since Augustine’s speculation is important for both Roman
Catholics and Protestants, this authoritative collection should be
useful for Latter-day Saints seeking to understand both strands of
Christian theology and the disagreements between them. There are
valuable essays in this collection setting out the influence Augustine’s
writings had on various later authors and movements, both Roman
Catholic and otherwise, including Luther and the Reformed tradition.
There are also essays on such topics as “Deification, Divinization” and
“Nature.”
Through the ages, Christians struggling to account for what
God does for human beings through Jesus Christ came to contrast
what one might become by realizing one’s own nature with what one
might become with gifts bestowed by God that could result in theosis. Originally nature and grace were contrasted. This helps to explain
why one discovers that the Latin natura, with its cognates, appears
“over five thousand times in Augustine’s works” (p. 586). One can also
be reminded that “natura, essentia, ousia, and substantia denote the
same thing” for Augustine (p. 586). And one can also discover that,
while “Augustine forcefully distinguishes between nature and grace,”
“the first use of the word ‘supernatural’ occurs in Greek and actually
postdates Augustine by some one hundred and fifty years” (p. 586).
Augustine did not, as we now do, distinguish the natural from the
supernatural. We now no longer tend to see nature and grace as correlates but follow a later unfortunate theological accretion in which
a quite different distinction is made between the natural and supernatural, a distinction unknown in our scriptures but common in
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contemporary loose discourse. This little-known fact should illustrate
the kinds of information packed into this wonderful reference tool.
Sam Harris. Letter to a Christian Nation. New York: Knopf, 2006.
xii + 96 pp., with no index. $16.95.
Several books have gained popularity as weapons in an ideological war to liberate the world from presumably deadly illusions about
divine things. Other than those intent on excluding any rational consideration of intelligent design, the two most fashionable of these recent
manifestations of an evangelizing atheism are Richard Dawkins’s The
God Delusion, published in 2006, and Sam Harris’s The End of Faith:
Religion, Terror, and the Future of Religion, which appeared in 2005.
The End of Faith became a runaway best seller, with all that augurs.
Harris is back with yet another diatribe against every faith that has
content other than an atheist dogma.
For several reasons ancient atheism was an essentially private
matter and not a public dogma. One reason for reticence was that
skeptics genuinely feared the consequences of a popular loss of belief
in divine sanctions. But modern atheists like Sam Harris are bold and
brazen; they seek to liberate others from what Harris calls “collective
delusion” (p. 5) or illusion. Ancient atheists fought covertly against
faith in God because it tended to spoil what few pleasures there might
be. Modern atheists fight against God because they are confident we
no longer need consolation for our inevitable miseries. Modern atheists, unlike their grimly pessimistic predecessors, promise a Golden
Age that will follow the disappearance of faith in God. Harris fits this
mold. He lectures us fools about our “dangerous and divisive mythology” (p. 33), about “preposterous ideas about sin and salvation” (p. 37),
and about our failure to ground our “core beliefs” (p. 43) on evidence,
corroboration, proofs, and so forth. Unlike skeptical Europeans, we
American fools follow a fashionable illusion and thereby make ourselves and others miserable.
Since we American Christians tend to “declare that monsters
like Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, Mao Zedong, Pol Pot, and Kim Il
Sung spring from the womb of atheism” (pp. 39–40), Harris shifts
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to complaining about dogma. “The problem with religion—as with
Nazism, Stalinism, or any other totalitarian mythology—is the problem of dogma itself” (p. 43). Harris claims that “Auschwitz, the Soviet
gulags, and the killing fields of Cambodia are not examples of what
happens to people when they become too reasonable” (p. 42). He shifts
to moaning about dogma and away from attacking faith in God, since
atheism has often clearly “led straight to moral chaos” (p. 46). But is
not his atheism itself a dogma? Not according to Harris, since atheism
is a “term that should not even exist” (p. 51). And yet he insists that
there have been “many brilliant attacks upon religion” before his own
efforts (p. 91). Can one not find in this literature core beliefs and hence
dogma? Harris detests recent talk about intelligent design (pp. 71–75,
77), indicating that his fondness for reason has its limits. Instead, Harris
again appeals to strictly ineffable “spiritual experience(s)” (pp. 87 and
90) or “profoundly transforming experiences” (p. 89). His passionate
appeals to mystical reveries offer no hope, since he grants that “it is
terrible that we all die and lose everything we love” (p. 56). This book
is laced with bald opining and unseemly name-calling. It is, however,
one of the signs of the times.
Richard Neitzel Holzapfel, Eric D. Huntsman, and Thomas A.
Wayment. Jesus Christ and the World of the New Testament: An
Illustrated Reference for Latter-day Saints. Salt Lake City: Deseret
Book, 2006. vii + 327 pp., with sources and index. $39.95.
The ancient world of the New Testament is brought to life with
images, photos of artifacts, maps, artistic reconstructions, and timelines. This richly illustrated book provides historical context and cultural, literary, and linguistic background for the place and times in
which Jesus spent his mortal ministry. After introducing how the text
of the New Testament was transmitted and after exploring the world
between the testaments, the remainder of the book is divided into
three parts: the world of Jesus’s ministry, the world of the apostles’
early ministry, and the world of the apostles’ later ministry.
In support of the regular text, sidebars on many of the two-page
spreads feature details, legends, and textual portraits of events, places,
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artifacts, and people. For example, the reader can learn of such diverse
matters as the background of Claudius, the shroud of Turin, bread
and circuses, and the dating of the Pauline epistles through reading
these succinct summaries. The Greek, Roman, and Jewish cultures all
played a role in the way the gospel was shared and recorded. This volume is a fascinating and informative look at the times and world of
Jesus Christ.
Hugh Nibley and Alex Nibley. Sergeant Nibley PhD: Memories of
an Unlikely Screaming Eagle. Salt Lake City: Shadow Mountain [an
imprint of Deseret Book], 2006. xii + 366 pp., with notes, bibliography, and index. $24.95.
This is a truly remarkable book. Those who have encountered
Hugh Nibley could hardly have missed the occasional glancing reference to his experience during World War II. From time to time he
would include sardonic remarks about Maxwell Taylor and the 101st
Airborne, the beastly behavior of soldiers, the endless blunders of
those planning and directing battles, the arrogance of officers, or the
utter boredom and sheer evil and waste of war. What has not previously been known is that this passionate passivist volunteered for mili
tary service, avoided a safe desk job somewhere, and did what he could
to actually be there in the middle of those terrible battles that took
place in Europe. Alex Nibley has not shied away from the anomaly
of his zealously passivist father having volunteered and then fought
in World War II. Nibley, it seems, very much wanted to be both an
observer and a participant in one of the truly great military encounters in recent history.
Nibley was in on both the planning and execution of the Normandy
invasion. He was proud of having driven his jeep shortly after the
beginning of the invasion onto Exit Five (aka Madeline) at Utah Beach,
and down the causeway and into battle. How he happened to be there
and what happened subsequently are all told in detail. Nibley wanted
to be an observer; he knew he would survive, but he was a combatant
with a carbine. Some of Nibley’s war experiences have been recounted
by Boyd Petersen, his biographer, in Hugh Nibley: A Consecrated Life.
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Alex Nibley has fleshed out and contextualized Nibley’s World War II
experiences. Alex mined letters, various interviews, scraps of diaries,
the reminiscences of his father and others who knew him, and whatever other textual materials that could be located to produce a truly
stunning book. As reluctant as Hugh Nibley was to have this story
told, he was pleased with the result of the valiant efforts of Alex (and
others in his family) to tell his story without hiding anything. Alex
has also assembled a host of supporting materials. Without these,
many of Nibley’s stories might seem contrived or embellished. Alex
holds nothing back. Even matters that were later troubling to Nibley
are set out in detail. For those interested in Nibley, in World War II,
in the Normandy invasion, in Operation Market Garden, in so-called
military intelligence, or in the virtues and vices of those involved in
war, this is a wonderful book. Alex is a gifted writer, and fortunately
this book has been well edited.
Matthew A. Paulson. Breaking the Mormon Code: A Critique of
Mormon Scholarship regarding Classical Christian Theology and
the Book of Mormon. Livermore, CA: WingSpan, 2006. vii + 285
pp., with bibliography, scripture citation index, index of early
Christian writings, and subject index. $15.95.
Matthew Paulson does not claim, as the title of his book would
seem to indicate, that he has somehow broken some insidious “Mormon
Code” and thereby discovered the otherwise hidden venality lurking
beneath the surface of the faith of Latter-day Saints. Instead, the “code”
in the title of this book is what Paulson describes variously as “the
Church Education System Honor Code” (p. 271 n. 892), “their Mormon
code” (p. 271), or “the BYU Honor Code” (p. 271)—that is, the code of
behavior required of students attending Brigham Young University.
On virtually every page of his book, Paulson strives to demonstrate
that “FARMS contributors and BYU professors have repeatedly, either
knowingly or unknowing, violated” the terms of the BYU Honor Code
(p. 272). Paulson classifies every defense of the faith and the Saints
found in the FARMS Review as manifestly dishonest. In the concluding
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remarks of his book, Paulson offers his readers a “list of words” that he
thinks
might apply to the research of Mormon theology and history:
enhancement, aggrandizement, embellishment, clumsiness,
exaggeration, redaction, distortion, defraud, over-generalization, heresy, lie, cheat, fraud, and cult. Within this range of
words lies the appropriate assessment of Mormon theology.
The LDS writers and contributors to FARMS publications
will likely choose the descriptions that are on the upper end
of the spectrum, i.e., the more optimistic theological assessment. Evangelical Christians might see the infractions of
Mormonism on the latter end of the spectrum. (p. 272)
Breaking the Mormon Code is filled with confused and confusing
sentences; it is also a garbled diatribe against the FARMS Review and
those who have published in it or who are, in Paulson’s imagination,
in any way associated with the Maxwell Institute. “These scholars,”
Paulson claims at the beginning of his book, “are too hastily [sic] to
label critical polemics to be ‘anti-Mormon’ if it slightly challenges
Mormonism, although it is honest, factual, and indisputable” (p. 2).
This rather typically incoherent sentence also manifests the confrontational, aggressively adversarial mode of evangelizing currently being
fashioned by the Walter Martin–inspired, anti-Mormon segment of
the countercult.
How did Paulson come to be an anti-Mormon? Paulson actually
tries to explain how this happened. He indicates that he knew virtually nothing of Jesus until, at age 28 (in 1985), he heard “Dr.” Walter
Martin on the radio. Paulson experienced an emotional conversion
to Martin’s brand of evangelical religiosity. As one might expect,
this soon included pestering (and amusing) Latter-day Saints (p. 4)
with a crude pamphlet and bizarre correspondence. Martin’s disciple, the litigious Kurt Van Gorden, “who helped in the finalization”
of this book (p. 22), insists in a blurb on the back cover that Paulson
has set “straight the lie that Mormonism is changing into biblical
Christianity.” High among Paulson’s targets are people like Richard
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Mouw (see pp. 1–2) and anyone else—either evangelical or Latter-day
Saint—who is not down with him (and his anti-Mormon countercult
associates) slugging it out in the rhetorical gutter.
Ronald J. Sider. The Scandal of the Evangelical Conscience: Why Are
Christians Living Just Like the Rest of the World? Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Books, 2005. 140 pp. $12.99.
This book is a fascinating look at the societal impact of the adoption
of Calvinist theology. Ronald J. Sider uses information from Gallup
polls and the Barna Group to survey the lifestyles of those classified
as evangelicals based on criteria developed largely by George Barna.
These criteria include the assent to various intellectual propositions
or theological positions. Tracing connections between the theological
tenets held by evangelicals, particularly Calvinists, and their behavior
in matters such as abuse, almsgiving, divorce, sexual morality, and
race relations, Sider notes that their behavior does not align with biblical teachings. Sider bemoans the fact that most evangelical institutions
do little about the problem and, indeed, are often part of the problem.
He also holds out little hope that with the organizational chaos in the
movement much will change in either theology or behavior.
Vickie Cleverley Speek. “God Has Made Us a Kingdom”: James Strang
and the Midwest Mormons. Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 2006.
xii + 396 pp., with bibliographical references and index. $34.95.
Vickie Speek has produced a remarkable book that enlarges our
understanding of James J. Strang and those believers who followed
him as a claimed successor to Joseph Smith the Prophet. An important and instructive episode in Mormon history, the story of the
Strangites has often been neglected in considering the plight of those
who fled Nauvoo but stayed in the Midwest rather than go West under
Brigham Young’s leadership.
Strang was a remarkable personality who gained quite a few followers during those turbulent times. He claimed to have received a letter from Joseph Smith that pointed to him as successor after Joseph’s
death. The letter, written in block letters, has been greatly disputed,
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but, along with Strang’s claim to angelic appointment, helped him to
gain converts. To his people he appeared to be one of authority like
Joseph Smith, and this is what attracted some of Joseph’s followers.
He claimed to have unearthed and translated ancient plates and to
have received other revelations. Especially important were the Book
of the Law of the Lord and the very brief Rajah Manchou of Vorito. He
appointed apostles and organized his church in Wisconsin and later
moved to Beaver Island in Michigan, where he had himself crowned
king. He attempted a law of consecration and the united order, and
while first rejecting polygamy, later took additional wives, as did some
of his followers. He sent out missionaries and was successful in gaining some converts, especially among those who had previously been
followers of Joseph Smith. His own disciples scattered after experiencing much friction and antagonism with the nonmembers in Michigan
and after Strang’s own violent death at the hands of some of his disillusioned and disgruntled associates. Many of the Strangites later
joined with the RLDS Church. The present Strangite church consists
of about one hundred persons.
Speek—a former newspaper and radio reporter and now a feature
writer and columnist in the Midwest—proves herself an able sleuth
in ferreting out sources on the history of this movement. Past works
on Strang have stressed the man himself. Speek provides a great deal
of information on what happened to his people and traces the lives of
Strang’s wives and families after his death. Appended are the texts of
important documents and a fine collection of photographs.
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